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Pod ovim naslovom objavljena je nova, inace druga knji-
ga Brunislava Marijanovica, profesora prethistorijske arheo-
logije i arheoloSke metodologije na Filozofskom fakultetu
u Zadru nedavno transformiranom u zadarsko Sveuciliste
i istodobno profesora na novoosnovanom studiju arheolo-
gije na PedagoSkom fakultetu (nedavno preimenovanom u
Fakultet filozofsko-humanistickih znanosti) SveuciliSta u
Mostaru. Knjiga predstavlja preradenu disertaciju koju je
autor pod naslovom Eneolit Bosne i Hercegovine obranio
1990. na Filozofskom fakultetu u Beogradu. Kao i prethod-
na, i knjiga koju imamo pred sobom objavljena je na hrva-
tskom jeziku s opseZnim saZetkom na engleskom, tako da je
pristupacna Sirokom krugu arheologa.

Kao i u svojoj prethodnoj knjizi i u ovu autor nije poslije
zavrSetka rukopisa viSe unosio nove radove i misljenja drugih
arheologa, osim naravno svojih radova objavljenih cak do
2001. Kao primjer dovoljno je spomenuti da autor ne donosi
radove Zilke KujundZi¢- Vejzagic i Branke Raunig iz Glasnika
Zemaljskog muzeja u Sarajevu za 2001. u kojima su prvi put
objavljeni eneoliti¢ki nalazi u Pecini pod lipom na Glasincu i
u Cazinu, a donosi svoj djelomi¢no ponovljeni rad o Biogradu
u Pruscu objavljen u istom svesku tog ¢asopisa! Ni to nije sve.
Oko 70 stranica teksta u poglavlju o Hercegovini doslovno je
identi¢no kao u prethodnoj autorovoj knjizi. Prilikom pisanja
istog teksta za dvije knjige ili doslovnog prenosenja teksta iz
jedne u drugu knjigu, autor nije ispravio neke biljeske tako da
je doslo do apsurdne situacije u kojoj on nekoliko puta citira
rukopis svoje disertacije koji upravo objavljuje (biljeske 221,
282, 319, 320 i 341) ili svoju prvu knjigu citira kao da je jo§
u tisku i to s godinom 1998. (biljeske 307, 318, 322 i 339)!
Isto tako, gotovo sve ilustracije nalaza ve¢ su objavljene u
njegovim prijasnjim radovima i knjizi.

U uvodnom poglavlju autor piSe o razlozima nastanka
svoje knjige, odnosno okolnostima zbog kojih dosadasnje
poznavanje eneolitika u Bosni i Hercegovini nije bilo potpu-
no. Isti¢e da se na tom prostoru tijekom eneolitika mogu
izdvojiti dvije osnovne kulturne zone. Prvu ¢ine Hercegovina
i dinarsko-krS$ko podrucje, koji su slijedili, kao i tijekom
neolitika, razvojne procese na isto¢noj jadranskoj obali.
Druga je Bosna, koja je u cjelini bila ukljucena u procese
koji su se odvijali na srednjobalkanskom i panonskom pro-
storu. Autor je u pravu Sto izdvaja dinarsko-krs§ko podrucje
(Livanjsko, Duvanjsko, Glamocko i Kupresko polje) koje

Under this title was published the new, second book by
Brunislav Marijanovi¢, professor of prehistoric archaeology
and archaeological methodology at the Faculty of Philosophy
in Zadar, recently transformed into the Zadar University, and
at the same time professor at the newly founded archaeology
course at the Faculty of Pedagogy (recently renamed to Faculty
of Philosophy-Humanities sciences) University in Mostar. The
book is actually the author’s adapted dissertation, which he de-
fended in 1990 at the Faculty of Philosophy in Belgrade under
the title The Eneolithic of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Like the
previous one, the book that we have before us was published
in Croatian, with an extensive summary in English, making it
accessible to a wide circle of archaeologists.

As it was the very case with his previous book the author,
after finishing his text, didn’t record any more new articles not
even opinions of other archaeologists, besides, of course, his
texts that had been published even before 2001. To make an
example it would be enough to mention that the author didn’t
use the articles of Zilka KujundZi¢-Vejzagi¢ nor Branka Raunig
from the Bulletin of Land Museum in Sarajevo from 2001, where
the Eneolitic finds from the cave Pecina Pod Lipom in Glasinac
and in Cazin had been published for the first time, but, on the
other hand, he quoted his partially revised article on Biograd in
Prusac, that was published in the same volume of the very same
journal. Nevertheless, this wouldn’t be all, about seventy pages
of his text about the chapter on Herzegovina is literaly identical
to the text from the author’s previous book. On the occasion of
writing the same text for two books, or his literal transferring of
the text from one to his other book, the author failed to correct
some notes. Thus, it created apsurdic situation, where he found
himself quoting several times the text of his disertation, which is
in the very process of publishing (notes 221, 282, 319, 320 and
341), or is quoting his first book as it is still about to be published
with the year 1998 (notes 307, 318, 322 and 339)! Folowing the
same pattern, almost all illustrations of the finds have already
been published in his previous texts and the book.

In the introductory chapter the author writes about the rea-
sons underlying the creation of his book, i.e. circumstances due
to which the previous knowledge of the Eneolithic in Bosnia
and Herzegovina was incomplete. He points out that two basic
cultural zones can be distinguished in this territory during the
Eneolithic. The first comprises Herzegovina and the Dinaric-
karst region, which followed, as they did during the Neolithic,
the developmental processes on the eastern Adriatic coast. The
second is Bosnia, which participated entirely in the processes un-
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prirodnogeografski ne pripada ni Bosni ni Hercegovini i za
koje je najprimjereniji naziv Zadinarje. Ipak, nije jasno na
osnovi ¢ega zakljucuje da je Zadinarje tijekom eneolitika
slijedilo razvojne procese na isto¢noj jadranskoj obali i u
Hercegovini, jer u knjizi ne spominje nijedno nalaziste s tog
podrucja.

U drugom poglavlju autor prikazuje povijest istraZivanja
eneolitika u Bosni i Hercegovini, s teZiStem iskljuc¢ivo na
naseljima, dok se na iskopane tumule osvrée u drugim po-
glavljima. Njegov pregled zahtijeva odredene ispravke i do-
pune.

Kao pocetak istraZivanja eneolitika u Bosni i Hercegovini
ne moze se uzeti godina 1893., kada je prema autorovoj tvr-
dnji FrantiSek-Franjo Fiala poceo iskopavanja na Debelom
brdu u Sarajevu, jer su iskopavanja na tom nalaziStu pocela
jo§ 1888. Sljedece je godine Sime Ljubié objavio ostavu
bakrenih sjekira iz Tolise, tako da ve¢ kraj 80-ih godina 19.
st. treba uzeti kao pocetak istraZivanja i proucavanja eneo-
litika u Bosni i Hercegovini. Takoder, 1906. nije otkriveno
naselje u Donjoj Mahali kod Orasja ve¢ u Gornjem Klakaru
kod Bosanskog Broda, a istrazivao ga je Ciro Truhelka.

Zarazdoblje izmedu dva svjetska rata autor nije naveo da
je upravo tada, to¢nije 1924., otkriveno nalaziSte u Donjoj
Mahali, zatim da je prve ulomke keramic¢kog posuda priku-
pio iobjavio Jozo Petrovié, te da je tu Mihovil Mandi¢ 1926.
izveo zastitno iskopavanje. [zostavio je spomen iskopavanja
Vladislava Skariéa na Gradcu u Lepenici kod Kiseljaka
1931.1 1932., gdje su otkriveni i eneoliticki ostatci.

Za to su poglavlje, zbog naslova i sadrZaja, suvisni i
cini¢ni autorovi komentari na danas ispravljene ili odbacene
postavke Josipa KoroSca o kulturnoj slici na nalaziStu
Crkvine u Turbetu kod Travnika, koje je iskopavao 1942.
U isto vrijeme autor nije ni spomenuo, a kamoli naglasio
kako su Koroscevi radovi o vucedolskoj kulturi, koje je on
napisao i objavio tijekom svojeg rada u Sarajevu, u stvarno-
sti bili veliki teorijski napredak u proucavanju eneolitika u
Bosni.

Iskopavanje u pecini Hrustovaci u okolici Hrustova
kod Sanskog Mosta Alojz Benac je izveo samo 1947., a
ne i 1948. god. Za nalaziSte Zemunicu u Radosavskoj kod
Banje Luke navedeno je da su ga iskopavali Zdravko Mari¢
i Borivoj Covi¢ 1964., ali ne i Zdenko Zeravica 1974. Za
kompleksno nalaziSte Kastel u Banjoj Luci nije precizno na-
vedeno da su ga iskopavali Irma Cremosnik i Z. Zeravica od
1972. do 1974. i da je iskopavanja nastavio Boris Graljuk od
1979. nadalje. Izostavljena su iskopavanja Milice Kosori¢ u
okolici Bijeljine: na Brdu u Dvorovima 1963., na Njivama
u Golom brdu 1977. te Velikom Gradcu kod Ostojiceva
1978. Takoder, nedostaju iskopavanja u drugim dijelovima
Bosne: Borivoja Covi¢a na viseslojnom prethistorijskom
naselju Pod kod Bugojna, gdje su izmedu 1959. i 1969.
godine otkriveni i djelomi¢no istraZeni ostatci kratkotraj-
nog eneolitickog naselja, Orhana Jamakovi¢a na Bijelica
glavici u Gornjim Drugovi¢ima kod Laktasa 1984. i 1985.
i Gradini u Aginom Selu kod Banje Luke 1987., Blagoja
Govedarice na gradini Klisuri u Kadic¢a brdu kod Sokolca
od 1985. do 1991., Envera Imamovic¢a u Podastinju kod
Kiseljaka 1987. i Branke Raunig u Cazinu 1991. Nabrojana

306

folding in the areas of the central Balkans and Pannonia. The au-
thor is right in distinguishing the Dinaric-karst region (the Livno,
Duvno, Glamo¢ and Kupres Plains), which in terms of natural
geography indeed does not belong to Bosnia and Herzegovina
and for which the most appropriate name would be Zadinarje
(Trans-Dinaric area). However, it is not clear on what grounds
he concluded that during the Eneolithic Zadinarje followed the
developmental processes on the eastern Adriatic coast and in
Herzegovina, because his book does not mention a single site
in that area.

In the second chapter the author presents a history of research
of the Eneolithic in Bosnia and Herzegovina, focusing exclusive-
ly on settlements, whereas his thoughts regarding the excavated
tumuli appear in other chapters. His survey requires certain cor-
rections and elaboration on certain points.

The year 1893, when according to the author Frantisek-Franjo
Fiala started excavating at Debelo Brdo in Sarajevo, cannot be
taken as the beginning of research on the Eneolithic in Bosnia
and Herzegovina because excavations at that site had started al-
ready in 1888. The following year Sime Ljubi¢ published a hoard
of copper axes from Tolisa, so that already the end of the 1880s
should be considered the beginning of the research and study of
the Eneolithic in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Further, the year 1906
does not mark the discovery of the settlement in Donja Mahala
near OraSje but the one in Gornji Klakar near Bosanski Brod,
excavated by Ciro Truhelka.

Regarding the period between the two world wars, the author
failed to mention that it was precisely then, in 1924 to be precise,
that the site in Donja Mahala was discovered; that the first sherds
of ceramic vessels were collected and published by Jozo Petrovi¢
and that Mihovil Mandié carried out a salvage excavation there
in 1926. He does not mention Vladislav Skari¢’s excavation at
Gradac in Lepenica near Kiseljak in 1931 and 1932, where eneo-
lithic remains were also discovered.

Considering the title and content, in the case of this chapter,
the author’s comments on the now corrected or discarded theses by
Josip KoroSec regarding the cultural image at the site of Crkvine
in Turbe near Travnik, which he excavated in 1942, are superflu-
ous and cynical. At the same time the author does not even men-
tion, let alone emphasise the fact that Korosec’s works about the
Vucedol Culture, which he wrote and published in the course of
his work in Sarajevo, effectively represented a big theoretical step
forward in the research on the Eneolithic in Bosnia.

The excavation in the Hrustovaca cave in the surroundings
of Hrustovo near Sanski Most was carried out by Alojz Benac
only in 1947 and not in 1948 as well. Regarding the site of
Zemunica in Radosavska near Banja Luka it is stated that it was
excavated by Zdravko Mari¢ and Borivoj Covi¢ in 1964, but
not that it was excavated also by Zdenko Zeravica in 1974. In
the case of the complex site of Kastel in Banja Luka, it is not
precisely stated that it was excavated by Irma Cremognik and Z.
Zeravica between 1972 and 1974 and that the excavations were
continued by Boris Graljuk from 1979 onwards. The excavations
by Milica Kosori¢ in the vicinity of Bijeljina were left out: at
Brdo in Dvorovi in 1963, at Njive in Golo Brdo in 1977 and at
Veliki Gradac near Ostojicevo in 1978. Likewise, excavations in
other parts of Bosnia are lacking: those by Borivoj Covi¢ at the
multilayered prehistoric settlement at Pod near Bugojno, where
between 1959 and 1969 the remains of a short-lived Eneolithic
settlement were discovered and partially excavated; by Orhan



D. PERISA: BRUNISLAV MARANOVIC: ENEOLITHIC AND ENEOLITHIC CULTURES IN BOSNIA AND HERZEGOVINA, Pril. Inst. arheol. Zagrebu, 23/2006, str. 305-322.

eneoliticka nalaziSta ne spominju se u tekstu (osim usput
gradine Klisure u Kadi¢a brdu) niti su oznac¢ena na kartama
u toj knjizi, za razliku od 10-ak drugih nalazista na kojima
arheoloska iskopavanja nisu nikada izvedena, ve¢ su s njih
samo prikupljeni povrsinski nalazi.

U poglavlju o metodoloskom pristupu autor objasnjava
razloge zasto za doba koje obraduje upotrebljava naziv
eneolitik, a ne neki drugi (npr. bakreno doba ili prijelaz iz
neolitika u bron¢ano doba), zasSto kao pocetak eneolitika u
Bosni i Hercegovini uzima zavrSetak III. faze butmirske
kulture, odnosno onaj relativnokronoloski horizont koji
se moZe s njim sinkronizirati, zaSto ne prihvaca unaprijed
postavljenu periodizaciju eneolitika po troperiodnom su-
stavu i zaSto izlaganje pocinje saZimanjem podataka o
kasnoneolitickom supstratu. Takoder, naglasava kako se u
knjizi bavi samo materijalnom kulturom u uZem smislu,
prvenstveno keramickim nalazima, a da o drugim aspek-
tima — naseobinskim elementima, ekonomskoj strukturi,
kultu, pokopavanju i sl. — nece biti rijeci. Takav pristup
proizlazi iz dva razloga: Prvo, najprije treba izvrsiti, joS
uvijek nepostojecu, klasifikaciju i sistematizaciju cjelo-
kupnog arheoloskog materijala. Drugo, na danasnjoj razini
istraZenosti eneolitika u Bosni i Hercegovini nije moguce
dati neku zaokruZenu sliku o drugim aspektima, a da se
ne izbjegne pojednostavljivanje prema nacelu vjerojatne i
moguce sli¢nosti s drugim istovrsnim pojavama u drugim
dijelovima Balkana i u Panoniji. Iako svaki pristup tre-
ba postivati, ipak je neobi¢no da autor u knjizi nije donio
tipoloske table keramickog posuda niti se osvrnuo na mno-
gobrojne bakrene sjekire u Bosni i Hercegovini, posebno
zato Sto svi tipovi nisu istodobni i mogu se, kao i keramicki
nalazi, svrstati u odredenu etapu eneolitika, a pojedini tipo-
vi Cak vezati za odredenu kulturu. Taj nedostatak popunjava
knjiga Z. Zeravice u kojoj su, pored ostalih, objavljene i sve
poznate bakrene sjekire iz Bosne i Hercegovine (Zeravica
1993).

Cetvrto poglavlje ili prva velika tematska cjelina odnosi
se na Hercegovinu. Svoja izlaganja autor pocinje prikazom
neoliti¢kog supstrata koji predstavlja hvarsko-lisi¢i¢ka kultu-
ra, ¢iji su nositelji krajem neolitika inace naselili i rubne dije-
love Bosne. Zatim donosi pregled 14 nalazistau Hercegovini,
ali svoja razmatranja i zakljuc¢ke uglavnom zasniva na Cetiri
nalaziSta s izraZenim slojevima bogatim keramic¢kim nala-
zima na kojima je izveo sustavna arheoloSka iskopavanja
i ¢ije je rezultate ve¢ objavio: Ravlica pecini iznad zaselka
Pec¢-Mlina u Tihaljini kod Gruda, gradini Guvninama iznad
zaselka Gagrica u Lokvama kod Capljine, Hateljskoj pe¢ini
iznad zaselka Hatelja u Berkovicima i pecini Lazaru$i u
okolici Dabrice, obje kod Stolca. U svojoj recenziji njego-
ve prve knjige iznio sam misljenje o tri potonja nalaziSta
(Perisa 2003), a na ovom mjestu ¢u ga jos dopuniti. Podatci
s ostalih nalazista, prema autorovom misljenju, potvrduju ili
dopunjavaju njegovu sliku razvojnih procesa. Zbog toga ¢u
se najprije osvrnuti na neka od njih.

Iz eneolitickog sloja u Zelenoj pecini iznad Blagaja
kod Mostara autor objavljuje ulomak vrpcaste i tri ulomka
Zlijebljene keramike, koji su ve¢ bili objavljeni u nekoliko
navrata, ali i ulomak ukraSen ljubljanskim stilom koji dosada

Jamakovi¢ at Bijeli¢a Glavica in Gornji Drugovici near Laktasi
in 1984 and 1985 and at Gradina in Agino Selo near Banja Luka
in 1987; by Blagoje Govedarica at the Klisura hillfort in Kadica
Brdo near Sokolac between 1985 and 1991; by Enver Imamovic¢
in Podastinje near Kiseljak in 1987 and by Branka Raunig in
Cazin in 1991. These Eneolithic sites are not mentioned in the
text (with the exception of a cursory mention of the Klisura hill-
fort in Kadic¢a Brdo) nor are they marked on the maps in the book,
in contrast to a dozen other sites where archaeological excava-
tions have never been carried out at all, but from which only sur-
face finds were collected.

In the chapter on the methodological approach the author ex-
plains the reasons why he uses the term Eneolithic for the ana-
lyzed period and not some other term (e.g. Copper Age or transi-
tion from the Neolithic to the Bronze Age); why he takes as the
beginning of the Eneolithic in Bosnia and Herzegovina the end
of the phase III of the Butmir Culture, that is the relative chrono-
logical horizon that can be synchronized with it; why he does not
accept the previously established periodization of the Eneolithic
according to the three-period system; and why he begins his ex-
position by summarizing data about the Late Neolithic substrate.
Further, he points out that his book deals only with the material
culture in the narrower sense, primarily ceramic artefacts, and
that nothing will be said about other aspects — settlement ele-
ments, economic structure, cult, burial etc. This kind of approach
stems from two reasons: First, one must begin with carrying out
the still lacking classification and systematization of the entire
archaeological material. Second, the present day level of research
on the Eneolithic in Bosnia and Herzegovina offers no grounds
for a comprehensive picture about other aspects, without avoiding
simplification according to the principle of probable and possible
analogies with other phenomena of the same type in other areas
of the Balkans and Pannonia. Even though every approach merits
respect, it is nevertheless unusual that the author should fail to
present in his book the typological tables of ceramic vessels or to
deal with the numerous copper axes in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
all the more so because not all types are contemporary and can
be, same as the ceramic finds, attributed to a specific Eneolithic
phase, and in the case of certain types even to a specific culture.
This void is filled by a book by Z. Zeravica, in which, among oth-
ers, all the known copper axes from Bosnia and Herzegovina are
published (Zeravica 1993).

The fourth chapter or the first large thematic unit is dedicated
to Herzegovina. The author starts by presenting the Neolithic
substrate, represented by the Hvar-Lisici¢i Culture, whose bear-
ers settled the peripheral parts of Bosnia towards the end of the
Neolithic. He then gives a survey of 14 sites in Herzegovina, but
bases his observations and conclusions mostly on four sites with
prominent layers rich in ceramic finds on which he carried out
systematic archaeological excavations, the results of which he
already published: Ravli¢a Pecina above the Pe¢-Mlina hamlet
in Tihaljina near Grude, the Guvnine hillfort above the Gagrice
hamlet in Lokve near éapljina, Hateljska Pecina above the
Hatelji hamlet in Berkovici and the Lazarusa cave in the vicin-
ity of Dabrica, both near Stolac. In my review of his first book
I stated my opinion regarding the last three sites (Perisa 2003),
and here I shall elaborate on it. The information from other sites,
in the author’s opinion, confirms or supplements his view of the
developmental processes. Therefore I shall first direct my atten-
tion to some of these.
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nije bio objavljen, a bio je kamen spoticanja u tumacenju kul-
turne pripadnosti eneoliticke faze tog nalazista (Marijanovié
1991a, 227). Upravo je zbog toga trebao objaviti, a ne samo
spominjati (str. 60-61, bilj. 156 1 158) i ostale ulomke, jer to
je bila jedinstvena prilika. Dalje, on smatra da je postojala
posebna eneoliticka faza, ali nije to¢no da ona nije nikako
bila zastupljena u periodizaciji A. Benca, jer je on najmladu
fazu okvirno pripisao eneolitiku i ranom bron¢anom dobu
(Benac 1957, 83). Pa i nova periodizacija i numeracija sloje-
va, koje predlaze B. Marijanovi¢, nisu sasvim precizne, jer
se moZe i treba izdvojiti i srednjoneoliticka faza.

Iz uniStenog eneolitickog sloja u pripecku Badnju
u Borojeviéima kod Stolca potje¢e nekoliko ulomaka
keramickog posuda. Ulomak s tunelastom ru¢kom, ukrasen
ljubljanskim stilom, autoru je svojedobno bio toliko zani-
mljiv i znacajan da mu je posvetio svoj prvi rad u kojem se
bavio eneolitikom u Hercegovini (Marijanovi¢ 1978). Samo
usput spominjem da taj, neosporno zanimljiv ulomak posu-
de i tipoloski i ukrasno ima bliske paralele s jednim primje-
rkom iz Iga na Ljubljanskom barju (Korosec 1967, T. IIL,1),
Sto autor jo§ uvijek nije uocio.

Pec¢ina Jejinovaca u Berkovi¢ima kod Stolca bila je
koriStena kao kratkotrajno staniSte u nekoliko razdoblja tako
da u njoj ne postoje kulturni slojevi. Prisutnost nekoliko
ulomaka keramickog posuda s trbusastim donjim dijelom i
cilindri¢énim vratom, a posebno rijetki primjerci koji imaju
prstenasto zadebljane obode, autoru je bio dovoljan dokaz
za zakljucak kako je pecina bila koriStena i u eneolitiku. Bez
stratigrafije i ilustracija svrstavanje tih nalaza u eneolitik
treba uzeti s rezervom, jer se takve posude i prstenasto za-
debljani obodi pojavljuju i u rano bronc¢ano doba, a u toj su
pecini inace nadeni i ulomci posuske kulture.

U Manastirskoj pecini kod Trebinja nadeni su ulomci od
samo dvije keramicke posude koje autor datira u razvijeni
eneolitik. Sudeci po priloZenim ilustracijama (T. XXIX,1-2)
takav je zakljucak ishitren i neutemeljen. Lonci sa Siljastim
bradavicama na ramenu do sada nisu nadeni u eneolitickim,
ve¢ samo u slojevima iz ranog i pocetka srednjeg bron¢anog
doba (Garasanin, Garasanin 1959, 246, sl. 5; Forenbaher
1987, 90-91, T. 1,6). Isti je slucaj i s posudama koje imaju
Siroku trakastu rucku postavljenu odmah ispod oboda. Zbog
toga te nalaze treba svrstati u bron¢ano doba, a s obzirom na
geografski poloZaj, pripisati posuskoj kulturi.

U pedini Greben kod Trebinja naden je ulomak gornjeg
dijela posude ukraSen visecim, horizontalno Srafiranim
trokutima, izvedenim nazubljenim kotacicem (T. XXX,1).
Bududi da autor ne komentira taj nalaz, treba reci da ukras,
zasada, nalazi svoje paralele jedino u Retz-Gajary kulturi i to
na jednoj posudi iz Velike pecéine kod Visnjice u Hrvatskom
zagorju (Dimitrijevi¢ 1980, T. 4,1). Je li taj na¢in ukraSavanja
na isto¢nu jadransku obalu i u njezino zalede doSao istim
putem kao i ljubljanski stil, ostaje otvoreno pitanje.

Jako je autor u nekoliko svojih radova pisao o ranom
eneolitiku na isto¢noj jadranskoj obali i u njezinom zaledu,
ipak je u knjizi koju imamo pred sobom najiscrpnije obra-
dio tu temu. Odmah na pocetku podsjeéa da su Stojan
Dimitrijevi¢ i NikSa Petri¢ prvi upozorili i na moguénost i
na potrebu izdvajanja jedne kategorije keramickih nalaza iz
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From the Eneolithic layer in Zelena Pecina above Blagaj near
Mostar the author published a sherd of corded ware and three
sherds of grooved ware, which had already been published on
several occasions, but also a previously unpublished sherd deco-
rated in the Ljubljana style, which was a bone of contention re-
garding the interpretation of the cultural attribution of the site’s
Eneolithic phase (Marijanovi¢ 1991a, 227). This is precisely why
he ought to have published instead of merely mentioning (pp. 60-
61, notes 156 and 158) the remaining sherds, as this was a unique
opportunity. Further, he believes that there indeed was a separate
Eneolithic phase, but it is not true that it was absolutely absent
from the periodization by A. Benac, because he attributed the lat-
est phase in general terms to the Eneolithic and Early Bronze Age
(Benac 1957, 83). In fact, the new periodization and numbering
of layers proposed by B. Marijanovi¢ are not entirely precise,
because one can and should distinguish a Middle Neolithic phase
as well.

The destroyed Eneolithic layer in the rockshelter of Badanj in
Borojevici near Stolac yielded several sherds of ceramic vessels.
A sherd with a tunnel-shaped handle, decorated in the Ljubljana
style, was at one time so interesting and important to the author
that he dedicated his first article dealing with the Eneolithic in
Herzegovina (Marijanovi¢ 1978). I shall briefly mention that this
undeniably interesting vessel sherd has close typological and dec-
orative analogies with a specimen from Ig at Ljubljansko barje
(KoroSec 1967, PI. I11,1), which the author still fails to notice.

The Jejinovaca cave in Berkoviéi near Stolac was used as a
short-time residence in several periods so that it contains no cul-
tural layers. The presence of several ceramic vessel sherds with
a bellied lower part and a cylindrical neck, and particularly the
rare specimens with ring-like thickened rims, were proof enough
for the author to conclusion that the cave was used also during
the Eneolithic. The lack of stratigraphy and illustrations renders
the attribution of these finds into the Eneolithic rather uncertain,
because such vessels and ring-like thickened rims appear also
during the Early Bronze Age, and this cave also yielded sherds
belonging to the Posusje Culture.

In Manastirska Pecina near Trebinje sherds from only two ce-
ramic vessels were found, dated by the author into the Advanced
Eneolithic. Judging by the published illustrations (Pl. XXIX,1-2),
this conclusion is hasty and unfounded. Pots with pointed warts
on the shoulder have not been found so far in Eneolithic layers,
but only in those from the Early and the beginning of the Middle
Bronze Age (GaraSanin, GaraSanin 1959, 246, Fig. 5; Forenbaher
1987, 90-91, PI. 1,6). The same applies to the vessels with a wide
strap handle positioned immediately below the rim. These finds
should, therefore, be attributed to the Bronze Age and, taking into
account the geographic position, to the Posusje Culture.

In the Greben cave near Trebinje a sherd from the upper part
of the vessel was found, decorated with hanging, horizontally
hatched triangles, executed by means of an indented wheel (Pl.
XXX,1). As the author does not comment the find at all, it should
be mentioned that the decoration, for the time being, can find
analogies only in the Retz-Gajary Culture, more precisely on a
vessel from Velika Pecina near Visnjica in the Hrvatsko Zagorje
region (Dimitrijevi¢ 1980, PI. 4,1). The question remains open as
to whether this decorative method arrived in the eastern Adriatic
coast and its hinterland via the same route as the Ljubljana style.

Although the author wrote about the Early Eneolithic on the
eastern Adriatic coast and its hinterland in several of his works,
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Grapceve i Markove spilje na otoku Hvaru, koju su obuhva-
tili pojmom kanelirane keramike i vezali je za pocetak eneo-
litika na isto¢noj jadranskoj obali. Ipak, ne spominje temelj-
ni rad u kojem je S. Dimitrijevi¢ prvi put izdvojio i objavio
sve do tada raspoloZive nalaze kanelirane keramike (ali i
one ukrasene okomitim plasti¢nim rebrima i nizom kratkih
ureza) s tih nalazista (Dimitrijevi¢ 1970). Autor dalje pise
da ta nalaziSta ne pruzaju velike mogucnosti zbog nedovolj-
no pouzdane stratigrafske slike, ali ne zapaza ili ne uvazava
podatke dobivene novijim revizijskim iskopavanjem u
Grapcevoj spilji (Forenbaher, Kaiser 2000, 17-18). Svoju
analizu i zakljucke zasniva na stratigrafiji Ravli¢a pecine i
pecine LazaruSe te jo§ nekoliko nalaziSta na istocnoj jadran-
skoj obali i u njezinom zaledu.

Arheolozi koji su se do sada bavili tom problematikom
razilazili su se u tumacenju porijekla kanelirane keramike
(vincanska, butmirska, badenska i Bubanj-Salcuta) i kul-
turnom opredjeljenju horizonta u kojem se ona pojavljuje
(kasna hvarsko-lisi¢i¢ka ili nova tzv. nakovanska kultura).
Nasuprot tome, prili¢no su usuglaseni u misljenju da od
trenutka pojavljivanja kanelirane keramike treba racunati
i s pocetkom eneolitika na isto¢noj jadranskoj obali. Autor
piSe da je jedino A. Benac bio protiv ne samo izdvajanja
nove kulture ve¢ i protiv datiranja kanelirane keramike u
rani eneolitik. Medutim, A. Benac je ipak ispravio svoje
ranije misljenje i smatrao da kanelirana keramika u kasnoj
hvarsko-lisi¢ickoj kulturi obiljezZava pocetak eneolitika na
tom podrucju, ali nije bio precizan u pogledu porijekla ka-
neliranja u toj kulturi. Naime, za njega kaneliranje u kasnoj
hvarsko-lisi¢ickoj kulturi nije bilo niSta neobi¢no, buduci da
je takav nacin ukraSavanja u neolitiku i eneolitiku bio Siroko
rasprostranjena pojava (Benac 1991, 263).

B. Marijanovi¢ vrlo iscrpno i uvjerljivo opisuje proces
eneolitizacije hvarsko-lisi¢i¢ke kulture. Cinjenica da kane-
lirano keramicko posude obiljezZava neoliticka tehnologija
i da se daleko najvedi broj tipova krece u okvirima hvar-
sko-lisi¢icke kulture, nedvojbeno ukazuje na pripadnost toj
kulturi. S druge strane, porijeklo kaneliranja u toj kulturi
treba traZiti iskljucivo u badenskoj i Bubanj-Salcuta kulturi.
Uvodenje i prevlast ukrasavanja kaneliranjem podudara se
s vremenom koje je na najvecem broju hvarsko-lisi¢i¢kih
naselja obiljeZeno degenerativnim procesima koji se o€ituju
smanjivanjem, a zatim nestankom ukrasnog sustava svoj-
stvenog klasi¢noj fazi te kulture koja pripada neolitiku.

Treba spomenuti da je nedavno i Staso Forenbaher obja-
vio pregledni sintetski rad o ranom eneolitiku na isto¢noj ja-
dranskoj obali i u njezinom zaledu (Forenbaher 1999-2000).
Njegovo stavljanje naziva nakovanska kultura pod navod-
nike nije prouzrokovano njegovom sumnjom u postojanje
samostalne kulture s tim imenom, ve¢ cini¢nim stavom koji
dovodi u pitanje ili iskljucuje opravdanost i naziva i pojma
kultura u prethistorijskoj arheologiji. S druge strane, on ne
poznaje neke od najvaznijih radova o toj temi (Benac 1991;
Marijanovi¢ 1991; Marijanovié¢ 1992), tako da mu je proces
eneolitizacije na tom podrucju prilicno nejasan ili nepoznat.

Sva razmatranja 1 zakljucke o razvijenom eneolitiku u
Hercegovini B. Marijanovi¢ je doslovno prenio iz svoje
prethodne knjige. Buduci da sam svoje misljenje o tome veé

this topic receives its most thorough treatment in the book before
us. At the very beginning he reminds us that Stojan Dimitrijevic¢
and Niksa Petri¢ were the first to draw attention also to the pos-
sibility and necessity of distinguishing a certain category of ce-
ramic finds from Grapceva Spilja and Markova Spilja on the is-
land of Hvar, to which they applied the term "cannelured ware"
and linked it with the beginning of the Eneolithic on the eastern
Adriatic coast. However, he does not mention the seminal work
in which S. Dimitrijevi¢ singled out and published for the first
time all the available finds of cannelured ware (but also those
decorated with vertical plastic ribs and a series of short incisions)
from those sites (Dimitrijevi¢ 1970). The author further writes
that those sites are of no great potential on account of the in-
sufficiently reliable stratigraphic picture, but he does not notice
or consider the data obtained by recent revisory excavations in
Grapceva Spilja (Forenbaher, Kaiser 2000, 17-18). He bases his
analysis and conclusions on the stratigraphy of Ravli¢a Pecina
and the LazaruSa cave and several more sites on the eastern
Adriatic coast and its hinterland.

The archaeologists that have been dealing with this set of
problems did not agree in the interpretation of the origins of the
cannelured ware (the Vinca, Butmir, Baden and Bubanj-Salcuta)
and the cultural attribution of the horizon in which it appears (the
late Hvar-LisiCi¢i or the new so-called Nakovana Culture). In
contrast to this, there is a high degree of agreement in the opin-
ion that from the moment of appearance of cannelured ware one
has to reckon with the beginning of the Eneolithic on the eastern
Adriatic coast as well. The author writes that only A. Benac was
opposed not only to the distinction of a new culture but also to the
dating of the cannelured ware into the Early Eneolithic. However,
A. Benac at last corrected his earlier opinion and came to believe
that the cannelured ware in the late Hvar-Lisici¢i Culture marks
the beginning of the Eneolithic in that area, but he was not pre-
cise with regard to the origin of cannelures in that culture. He
found nothing unusual in the presence of the cannelures within
the late Hvar-Lisi¢i¢i Culture, because this method of decoration
was a widely distributed phenomenon during the Neolithic and
Eneolithic (Benac 1991, 263).

B. Marijanovi¢ is very thorough and convincing in his de-
scription of the process of the eneolithization of the Hvar-Lisiciéi
Culture. The fact that the cannelured ceramic vessels are charac-
terised by Neolithic technology and that by far the largest number
of types is present within the Hvar-Lisici¢i Culture, undeniably
indicates affiliation with this culture. On the other hand, the ori-
gin of cannelures in this culture should be sought exclusively in
the Baden and Bubanj-Salcuta cultures. The introduction and
dominance of cannelured decoration corresponds to the period
that is marked, on the largest part of the Hvar-Lisicici settle-
ments, by degenerative processes resulting in the diminishing
and subsequent disappearance of the decorative system charac-
teristic for the classical phase of this culture, which belongs to
the Neolithic.

It should be mentioned that StaSo Forenbaher recently also
published a review synthetic paper about the Early Eneolithic on
the eastern Adriatic coast and its hinterland (Forenbaher 1999-
2000). The fact that he put the name Nakovana Culture in quota-
tion marks is not due to his doubts regarding the existence of an
independent culture with that name, but rather due to a cynical
standpoint that questions or denies the justification of both the
name and term culture in prehistoric archaeology. On the other
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iznio u spomenutoj recenziji, nema potrebe da to ponavljam,
vec Citatelje upucujem na taj tekst. Ovdje ¢u dati samo neke
dopune.

U slojevima razvijenog eneolitika u Hateljskoj pecini
(IIL. faza) i pecini Lazarusi (II. faza) naden je po jedan ulo-
mak vrata posude s identicnim ukrasima Zlijebljenih para-
lelnih horizontalnih linija i ovalnim cik-cak ubodima (T.
XVIL2, T. XXV,3). Autor nigdje ne spominje podudarnost
izmedu ta dva ulomka, iako njihova usporedba upucuje da
je ulomak iz Hateljske peéine takoder bio vrlo blizu oboda
posude, a samim time da je naopacke nacrtan. Taj sam ulo-
mak u svojoj recenziji njegove prve knjige slu¢ajno previdio
i on ispravlja moj navod da je u sloju III. faze Hateljske
pecine naden samo jedan ulomak posude ukrasen u kom-
binaciji sa Zlijebljenjem, ali ne osporava moje misljenje da
drugi ulomak iz sloja III. faze i ulomak ukrasSen u kombina-
ciji sa Zlijebljenjem iz ranobron¢anodobnog sloja, odnosno
naredne IV.a faze pripadaju cetinskoj kulturi. Pravolinijski
zlijebljeni ukras na ulomku na T. XVII,2 takoder ne ospora-
va moje misljenje, ve¢ samo ide u prilog njemu, da ulomak
ukrasen Zlijebljenim koncentri¢nim krugovima iz sloja IV.a
faze jest eneolitiCcko nasljede, ali ne i nasljede iz III. faze
Hateljske pecine.

Veliku pozornost i dosta prostora autor je ponovno po-
svetio ukraSenom poklopcu i ulomku bogato ukrasene po-
sude iz sloja II. faze u Lazarusi, prenoseci iz prethodne
knjige tekst, ali ne i ilustracije (Marijanovi¢ 2000, 158-159,
175-176, sl. 9-10). U svojoj prethodnoj recenziji dao sam
misljenje o poklopcu, ali iz opravdanih razloga to nisam
ucinio za drugi nalaz, pa to sada nadoknadujem.

Autor smatra kako je ta posuda u tipoloSkom pogledu
vrlo bliska odgovarajué¢im oblicima vucedolske kulture.
Medutim, ne izjasnjava se je li rije¢ o loncu ili dubokoj
zdjeli, a uz ilustraciju nema presjeka profila posude, niti
mjerila. U organizaciji ukrasa na njezinoj vanjskoj povrsini
izdvajaju se dvije zone: uska gornja, s nizovima suprotno
postavljenih Zigosanih trokuta i Siroka donja povrsina, s gu-
sto Zlijebljenim linijama poredanima u okomitim nizovima,
tako da prave motiv riblje kosti. Autor uocava da je gor-
nji ukras moguce promatrati u kontekstu istovrsnih ukrasa
ljubljanske kulture na jednoj i vucedolske kulture na dru-
goj strani. IstiCe da povezivanje tog ukrasa s jednom od te
dvije kulture izgleda nerjeSivo, jer razlike u toj vrsti motiva
u objema kulturama gotovo da i nema. Dojmu nerjeSivosti
pridonosi i prisutnost posuda u Lazarusi ukraSenog lju-
bljanskim stilom, ali i onog s barbotinskim ukrasima, cije
porijeklo autor vezuje za vucedolsku kulturu. Ipak, autor
smatra da gornju ukrasnu zonu treba promatrati zajedno s
njezinim tipoloSkim obiljeZjima, a to znaci i povezati je s
vucedolskom kulturom, jer mu se ne ¢ini logi¢nim tipoloska
obiljezja povezati s jednom, a ukrasna obiljeZja, odnosno
jedan njihov dio, s drugom kulturom. Za donju ukrasnu
zonu autor pise kako neodoljivo podsjeca na tipi¢ne ukrase
Cernavoda III. kulture — veli¢ina ukrasnog polja u odnosu
na raspoloZivu povrsinu, tehnika izvodenja i kompozicija
motiva gotovo su isti. Isti¢e da se bilo kakvom ¢vr§éem po-
vezivanju nalaza iz Lazaruse i Cernavoda III. kulture protive
problemi kronoloSke naravi i prostornog poloZaja te kulture.
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hand, he is not familiar with some of the most important works on
this topic (Benac 1991; Marijanovi¢ 1991a; Marijanovi¢ 1992),
so that the process of eneolithization in that area is rather unclear
or unknown to him.

B. Marijanovic literally transferred the discussion and con-
clusions about the Advanced Eneolithic in Herzegovina from his
previous book. As I have already expressed my opinion on this
in the mentioned review there is no need to repeat it here, so I
shall direct readers to that text. Here I shall only make certain
additions.

In each of the layers of the Advanced Eneolithic in Hateljska
Pecina (phase III) and the Lazaru$a cave (phase II) a sherd
was found from the neck of a vessel with identical decorations
of grooved parallel horizontal lines and oval zigzag stabs (Pl.
XVIL2, Pl. XXV,3). There is no mention by the author of any cor-
respondence between these two sherds, even though their com-
parison indicates that the sherd from Hateljska Pecina was also
positioned very close to the rim of the vessel, and by this very fact
also that it was drawn upside down. In my review of his first book
I accidentally overlooked that sherd and he corrected my state-
ment that in the layer of the phase III of Hateljska Pecina there
was only one vessel sherd decorated in combination with groov-
ing; however, he does not challenge my opinion that the second
sherd from the layer of the phase III and the sherd decorated in
combination with grooving from the Early Bronze Age layer, i.e.
the subsequent phase IVa, belong to the Cetina Culture. The rec-
tilinear grooved decoration on the sherd on Pl. XVII,2 also does
not call my opinion into question but rather speaks in favour of it,
that the sherd decorated with grooved concentric circles from the
layer of the phase I'Va indeed is of Eneolithic legacy, but not at the
same time the legacy from the phase III of Hateljska Pecina.

The author once again devotes quite a lot of attention and
space to the decorated lid and the sherd of a richly decorated
vessel from the layer of the phase II in Lazarusa, transfer-
ring the text form the previous book, but not the illustrations
(Marijanovié 2000, 158-159, 175-176, Fig. 9-10). In my previ-
ous review I stated my opinion about the lid, but for certain,
justified, reasons I did not do the same for the second find, for
which I compensate here.

The author believes that, in terms of typology, this vessel is
very close to the corresponding types of the Vucedol Culture.
However, he does not clarify whether it is a pot or a deep bowl,
and the illustration is not accompanied by a section of the ves-
sel profile or a scale. In the organization of the decoration on its
exterior surface two zones can be distinguished: the narrow up-
per zone with rows of opposing stamped triangles, and the wide
lower surface, with densely grooved lines ordered in vertical se-
quences so that they form a herringbone motif. The author notices
that the upper decoration can be viewed in the context of identi-
cal decorations of the Ljubljana Culture on the one hand and the
Vucedol Culture on the other. He points out that the connection
of this decoration with one of those two cultures seems impos-
sible to resolve, because there is almost no difference in this type
of motif in the two cultures. The impression that this is indeed
impossible is enhanced by the presence of vessels decorated in
the Ljubljana style in Lazarusa, but also of those with barbotine
decorations, whose origins the author links with the Vucedol
Culture. Nevertheless, the author thinks that the upper decoration
zone should be observed together with its typological features,
which means that it should be linked with the Vucedol Culture,
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Moguéi izvor donje ukrasne zone on vidi u, prema njegovoj
procjeni, istim motivima i vrlo sli¢noj tehnici u badenskoj
i vucedolskoj kulturi. Prvenstveno zbog kronoloskih razlo-
ga odbacuje mogucnost povezivanja s badenskom kultu-
rom, pa mu ostaje samo vucedolska kultura. Paralele traZi
u jednom od geografski najbliZih naselja vucedolske kulture
— Debelom brdu u Sarajevu, ali izravnih podudarnosti, kako
sam piSe, ni tu nema. Na kraju poSteno isti¢e da se unatoc¢
tome Sto mu se predloZeno rjeSenje Cini logi¢nim, ne smiju
sasvim iskljuciti i druk¢iji pristupi u skladu s moguéim no-
vim nalazima.

Upravo ja imam drukc¢iji pristup pa time i rjeSenje pro-
blema, a za to nisu ni potrebni novi nalazi. Treba prvo istak-
nuti kako su cik-cak ukrasi na posudu vucedolske kulture
s Debelog brda toliko jednostavni da samo izdaleka slice
onima u donjoj ukrasnoj zoni posude iz LazaruSe. Takve se
sli¢nosti, ako se Zeli, mogu vidjeti u svakom cik-cak ukra-
su u bilo kojoj kulturi koja ih ima, bez obzira na razdoblje.
Tehnike ukraSavanja takoder su razlicite, jer je posude s
Debelog brda ukraseno urezivanjem oStrim predmetom, a
donja ukrasna zona posude iz Lazaruse — kako sam autor pise
— Zlijebljenjem. Isto tako, i oblik posude iz Lazaruse, sudeci
po nadenom ulomku, toliko je jednostavan i uobi¢ajen da se
paralele za njega mogu traZiti i naci i izvan vucedolske kul-
ture. Autor je bio puno bliZe rjeSenju problema kada je donju
ukrasnu zonu posude iz Lazaruse povezao s Cernavoda III.
kulturom. Tom se povezivanju ne protivi prostorni poloZaj
Cernavoda III. kulture, jer je autor previdio nalazista te kul-
ture u zapadnoj Srbiji i jugoistocnoj Bosni, odakle su njezini
nositelji ili utjecaji mogli lako doci u isto¢nu Hercegovinu,
odnosno u Lazarusu (Garasanin 1987, 53; Govedarica 2001).
Ali, ipak je neosporno da je Cernavoda III. kultura starija
od pocetka II. faze Lazaruse, pa time i od spomenute po-
sude. Zbog toga se i rjeSenje problema mora traziti u okvi-
ru Cotofeni kulture koja se razvila u donjem Podunavlju,
odnosno u Rumunjskoj uz snazan utjecaj Cernavoda III.
kulture od koje je preuzela i dalje njegovala takav ukras i
takvu tehniku ukrasavanja tijekom cijelog svojeg razvoja.
Stovige, takav ukras i takva tehnika ukraavanja su jedno od
najvaznijih obiljeZja Cotofeni kulture (Roman 1977, poseb-
no crtezi na T. 55,1-3,6,12, T. 56,2,8,11, T. 58,2, T. 89,2).

Nalaz iz LazaruSe prisjeca nas na jednu keramicku po-
sudu, sli¢no ukraSenu, ali druk¢ijeg oblika (askos) iz naselja
kostolacke kulture na nalazistu Cotu u Popovi¢ima kod Rade
u Pomoravlju, koja nas upucuje na jedan od mogudih prava-
ca kojim je taj nacin ukraSavanja doSao s podrucja Cotofeni
kulture u LazaruSu (Andreji¢ 1978, T. CII,1; Nikoli¢ 2000,
T. VII,10). Dok se za posudu iz Cota moZe pretpostaviti
da predstavlja uvoz, to za posudu iz Lazaruse nije moguce
zbog gornje ukrasne zone, koja nas upucuje da je rije¢ o
domacem proizvodu. Budu¢i da smo eliminirali vu¢edolsku
kulturu kao izvor donje ukrasne zone posude iz LazaruSe,
takoder nema vise razloga da u toj kulturi traZimo porijeklo
gornje. Dakle, nju treba vezati za ljubljanski ukrasni stil kao
dio starosjedilacke komponente u tom pecinskom staniStu.
U prilog tome ide i Cinjenica da je u Lazarusi nadeno jos
nekoliko ulomaka posuda ukraSenih ljubljanskim stilom,
a ni jedan koji bi se mogao vezati za vucedolsku kulturu.

because he does not consider it logical to link the typological
features with one and the decorative features, that is one part of
these, with the other culture. For the lower decoration zone the
author writes that it is strongly reminiscent of the typical decora-
tions of the Cernavoda III Culture — the size of the decoration
field with respect to the available surface, the technique of execu-
tion and the composition of motifs are almost identical. He points
out that any firmer connection of the finds from LazaruSa and
the Cernavoda III Culture is hindered by problems of a chrono-
logical nature and the spatial position of that culture. He sees a
possible source for the lower decoration zone in what he believes
are identical motifs and a very similar technique in the Baden
and Vucedol Culture. Primarily on account of chronological rea-
sons he discards the possibility of a connection with the Baden
Culture, so that all that is left is the Vucedol Culture. He looks
for parallels in one of the geographically nearest settlements of
the Vucedol Culture — Debelo Brdo in Sarajevo, but, as he him-
self puts it, no direct correspondence could be found there either.
Finally, he is fair in stating that even though he finds the proposed
solution logical, one cannot entirely exclude different approaches
in accordance with possible new finds.

I myself have a different approach and therefore also a solu-
tion to the problem, and this does not even require new finds. One
should first point out that the zigzag decoration on the vessels of
the Vucedol Culture from Debelo Brdo are so simple that they
are only vaguely similar to those in the lower decoration zone on
the vessel from LazaruSa. Such similarities, if one wishes to, can
be seen in each zigzag decoration in any culture that has them,
irrespective of the period. The decorative techniques are likewise
different, because the pottery from Debelo Brdo is decorated by
incisions with a sharp instrument, while the lower decoration
zone of the vessel from LazarusSa is decorated — in the author’s
own words — with grooving. Also the shape of the vessel from
Lazarusa, judging by the found sherd, is so simple and common
that its parallels can be looked for and found also outside the
Vucedol Culture. The author was much closer to solving the prob-
lem when he linked the lower decoration zone of the vessel from
Lazaru$a with the Cernavoda III Culture. This link is not called
into question by the spatial position of the Cernavoda III Culture,
because the author has overlooked the sites of this culture in
western Serbia and southeastern Bosnia, from where its bearers
or influences could have easily reached eastern Herzegovina, that
is Lazarusa (GaraSanin 1987, 53; Govedarica 2000). However,
it is beyond doubt that the Cernavoda III Culture is earlier than
the beginning of the phase II of Lazarusa, and thus also than the
mentioned vessel. This is why the solution to the problem ought
to be looked for within the frame of the Cotofeni Culture, which
developed in the lower Danube basin, i.e. in Romania, highly in-
fluenced by the Cernavoda III Culture, from which it received
and continued to cultivate this decorating technique throughout
its entire existence. Moreover, this kind of decoration and deco-
rative technique are one of the most important features of the
Cotofeni Culture (Roman 1977, particularly the drawings on Pl.
55,1-3,6,12, P1. 56,2,8,11, PI. 58,2, P1. 8§9,2).

The find from LazaruSa reminds us of one ceramic vessel,
similarly decorated, but of different shape (askos) from a set-
tlement of the Kostolac Culture at the site of Cot in Popovici
near Raca in the Morava basin, which points toward one of the
possible directions through which this method of decoration ar-
rived from the area of the Cotofeni Culture to Lazarusa (Andreji¢
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Doduse, autor vezuje za tu kulturu pojavu inkrustacije i bar-
botina na keramickom posudu, ali to nije prihvatljivo. Veé
sam u svojoj prethodnoj recenziji iznio razloge zasto inkru-
stacija na tom nalaziStu nije vucedolskog porijekla, ve¢ ju
treba vezati za isto¢nobalkansku i donjopodunavsku, inace
dominantnu komponentu. Sada bih dodao da to vrijedi i za
barbotinsku keramiku, jer ona je dobro zastupljena upravo
u Cotofeni kulturi (Roman 1977, 34), za koju smo vezali
donju ukrasnu zonu posude iz LazaruSe o kojoj smo upra-
vo govorili. Takav zakljucak, naravno, ne mora vrijediti za
barbotinsku keramiku u drugim eneolitickim naseljima u
Hercegovini, a posebno ne za Veliku gradinu u Varvari kod
Prozora (faza A-1), gdje je prisutna komponenta vucedolske
kulture, a odsutni su kulturni elementi s podrucja isto¢nog
Balkana i donjeg Podunavlja.

U prilog iznesenim zaklju¢cima idu i ostali nalazi
zlijebljene keramike koja je u Lazaru$i najbrojnija kom-
ponenta, a razlikuje se od Zlijebljene keramike na ostalim
nalaziStima na isto¢noj jadranskoj obali i u njezinom zaledu.
Razlike su u organizaciji ukrasa koji se u Lazarusi najveéim
dijelom sastoje od Sirokih pojaseva ispunjenih alternativno
postavljenim i redovito Srafiranim trokutima, a pojasevi su
ograniceni s jednim ili dva reda udubljenja koja mogu biti
kombinirana i s urezanom linijom (str. 53-54). Upravo su
takve kompozicije zastupljene u Cotofeni kulturi (Roman
1977, T. 69,11,22, T. 80,1, T. 95,6).

Autor ponavlja svoje miSljenje da se eneolitik na istocnoj
jadranskoj obali i u njezinom zaledu, pa tako i u Hercegovini,
moZe podijeliti samo na dvije razvojne faze, od kojih starija
pripada ranom eneolitiku, a mlada razvijenom eneolitiku.
Naglasava da "izmedu te dvije faze nisu utvrdeni nikakvi
meduslojevi, bilo sterilni bilo s nekim drugim materijalom
koji bi se izmedu njih interpolirao, a nije ga moguce naci ni
u nekim izdvojenim i nestratificiranim nalazima" (str. 148).
Takvom tvrdnjom on iskljucuje mogucnost podjele unutar
jedne od tih dviju faza, ali takoder ostavlja nerazjas$njenim
prijelaz iz ranog u razvijeni eneolitik, odnosno iz kasne
hvarsko-lisi¢icke u jadransku kulturu (kako je taj horizont
svojedobno nazvala Paola KoroSec). Zbog toga se trebamo
osvrnuti na stratigrafski poloZaj zdjela s okomitim plasti¢nim
rebrima na trbuhu i nizom kratkih ureza na uskom ramenom
pojasu. Iskopavanja u Ravlica pecini pokazala su da je to
posude mlade, a ne starije od kanelirane keramike kako je
to svojedobno zastupao S. Dimitrijevi¢ u svojoj periodiza-
ciji nakovanske kulture, utemeljenoj na stilskoj analizi, a ne
na stratigrafskim podatcima. B. Marijanovi¢ je to posude
svrstao u IIl.a fazu Ravlica pecine, odnosno u razvijeni
eneolitik, iako je uocio da se pojavljuje samo na pocetku te
faze koja se nastavlja na prethodnu s kaneliranim posudem
(Marijanovi¢ 1980-81, 37). U sloju razvijenog eneolitika u
Hateljskoj pedini, inace bogatom keramickim nalazima, to
posude uopce nije nadeno, ali tamo nije zastupljen ni sloj
s kaneliranom keramikom. Nasuprot tome, u jednoslojnom
nizinskom eneolitickom naselju Lastvine u Bukovicu kod
Benkovca, pecini Vlaskoj peci kod Senja i Markovoj spilji
na otoku Hvaru zastupljena je kanelirana keramika, ali i po-
sude s okomitim plasti¢nim rebrima i kratkim urezima, dok
keramika koja obiljeZava razvijeni eneolitik sasvim nedo-
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1978, Pl. CII,1; Nikoli¢ 2000, P1. VII,10). While in the case of
the vessel from Cot one can assume import, this is not possible
with the Lazarusa vessel because of the upper decoration zone,
which indicates that it was produced locally. Considering that we
eliminated the Vucedol Culture as the source of the lower deco-
ration zone of the vessel from LazaruSa, there are likewise no
reasons to look within that culture for the source of the upper
one. Therefore, it should be linked to the Ljubljana decorative
style as part of the indigenous component in that cave residence.
Another fact that speaks in favour of that is that several more
vessel sherds decorated in the Ljubljana style have been found,
and not a single one that could be related to the Vucedol Culture.
True, the author established a link between this culture and the
presence of incrustation and barbotine on ceramic vessels, but
this cannot be accepted. In my previous review I already stated
the reasons why incrustation on this site cannot be of Vucedol
origin, but should be connected with the eastern Balkans and
the lower Danube basin component, which, incidentally, is the
dominant one. I would now like to add that the same applies to
barbotine ceramics, because it is well represented precisely in the
Cotofeni Culture (Roman 1977, 34), with which we linked the
lower decoration zone of the vessel from Lazarusa that we just
discussed. This conclusion, naturally, need not apply to the bar-
botine ceramics in other Eneolithic settlements in Herzegovina,
Velika Gradina in Varvara near Prozor in particular (phase A-1),
where a component of the Vuc¢edol Culture is present, while cul-
tural elements from the area of the eastern Balkans and the lower
Danube basin are missing.

The stated conclusions are corroborated by other finds
of grooved ware, which is the most numerous component in
Lazarusa, and which differs from the grooved ware on other sites
on the eastern Adriatic coast and its hinterland. The differences
lie in the organization of decoration, which in Lazarusa mostly
consists of wide belts filled with alternating and regularly hatched
triangles, while the belts are bordered with one or two rows of
depressions, which may also come in combination with an in-
cised line (p. 53-54). Precisely such compositions are represented
within the Cotofeni Culture (Roman 1977, Pl. 69,11,22, PI. 80,1,
Pl. 95,6).

The author repeats his opinion that the Eneolithic on the east-
ern Adriatic coast and its hinterland, and thus also in Herzegovina,
can be divided into two developmental phases only, the older be-
longing to the Early Eneolithic and the younger to the Advanced
Eneolithic. He stresses that "no intermediate layers were estab-
lished between these two phases, either sterile or with other mate-
rial that would interpolate between those, and it is likewise not
possible to find it in some separate and unstratified finds" (p. 148).
With this claim he excludes the possibility of any divisions within
either of the two phases, but also leaves unexplained the transi-
tion from the Early to the developed Eneolithic, i.e. from the late
Hvar-Lisi¢iéi Culture to the Adriatic Culture (as this horizon had
at one time been named by Paola Korosec). This is why we have
to take a look at the stratigraphic position of bowls with vertical
plastic ribs on the belly and a series of short incisions on the nar-
row shoulder belt. The excavation in Ravli¢a Pec¢ina showed that
this pottery is younger and not older than the cannelured ware, as
had once been claimed by S. Dimitrijevi¢ in his periodization of
the Nakovana Culture, founded on a stylistic analysis rather than
on stratigraphic data. B. Marijanovi¢ classified this pottery into
the phase Illa of Ravlic¢a Pecina, i.e. into the Advanced Eneolithic,
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staje (Dimitrijevi¢ 1970; Forenbaher 1987, 89-90; Batovié
1989, 11-14). Situacija je joS jasnija u Veloj spili iznad Vele
Luke na otoku Korculi, gdje je iznad sloja s kaneliranom
keramikom, a ispod sloja sa Zlijebljenom keramikom i ke-
ramikom ukraSenom ljubljanskim stilom, otkriven izraZen
i bogat sloj s posudama s okomitim plasti¢nim rebrima i
kratkim urezima (Ceduk, Radi¢ 2005, 223-244). Iz svega
izloZenog jasno je kako postoji horizont kojeg obiljeZava
ukraSavanje nizovima okomitih ureza i okomitim plasti¢nim
rebrima. Izdvajanje tog horizonta ne znaci da treba pod
svaku cijenu izdvajati posebnu fazu i mijenjati autorovu
periodizaciju na rani i razvijeni eneolitik, ali dopuSta da
se jedna od te dvije faze podijeli na dva dijela. Ali koja?
Pojava takvog ukrasavanja u naseljima u kojima se Zivot
nije produZio u razvijenom eneolitiku i dojam da nizovi
okomitih ureza samo oponaSaju kanelure, pokazuju da taj
horizont treba promatrati kao zavrsnu hvarsko-lisi¢i¢ku kul-
turu. S druge strane, porijeklo okomitih plasti¢nih rebara ne
mora se nuzZno traZiti izvan podrucja isto¢ne jadranske obale
injezinog zaleda, barem ne u badenskoj kulturi. Autor je ve¢
prije upozorio da su identi¢ne posude s okomitim plasti¢nim
rebrima nadene na Gradini u AlihodZama kod Travnika, gdje
njihova pripadnost badenskoj kulturi, prema njegovoj ocje-
ni, ne bi trebala biti upitna. Cak je naglasio da zdjele tog tipa
iz Ravlic¢a pecine i AlihodZa pokazuju potpunu usuglasenost
i u tipoloskom i u tehnoloSkom pogledu (Marijanovi¢ 1980-
81, 50). U knjizi koju imamo pred sobom autor smatra, kada
su u pitanju te posude, da u AlihodZama nije moguce ni
pomisljati na bilo kakav "nakovanski" (tj. jadranski) utje-
caj. Bududi da on smatra da je badenska kultura u Bosni,
pa tako i u AlihodZama, bila jedan od izvora ukraSavanja
kaneliranjem u Hercegovini, odnosno na isto¢noj jadran-
skoj obali, jasno je da u toj kulturi onda vidi i porijeklo
ukraSavanja okomitim plasti¢nim rebrima. Takav zakljucak
dovodi u sumnju ¢injenica da su AlihodZe jedino naselje ba-
denske kulture u kojem su nadene tako ukraSene posude.
Zbog toga je mnogo vjerojatnije da je posude ukraseno oko-
mitim plasti¢nim rebrima i nizom kratkih ureza u AlihodZe
doslo iz neposrednog zaleda istocne jadranske obale, a ne
obratno. Nevjerojatno je da je tijekom eneolitika dolazilo do
kulturnih strujanja samo iz unutrasnjosti ka isto¢noj jadran-
skoj obali, a da nije bilo i obratno. To je joS nevjerojatnije
ako se ima u vidu izravno Sirenje neolitickih jadranskih kul-
tura u srednju Bosnu. Takav zakljucak, uostalom, potvrduje
i kratkotrajno eneoliticko naselje na Podu kod Bugojna koje
se kulturno moZe vezati samo za isto¢nu jadransku obalu
(Covi¢ 1991, 11-12), §to je autor zanemario.

Peto poglavlje ili druga velika tematska cjelina odnosi
se na Bosnu. Svoja izlaganja autor opet pocinje prikazom
neolitickog supstrata. Na tom su se podrucju prostirale tri
kulture koje autor smatra kasnoneolitickima: butmirska,
vincanska i sopotska.

Butmirska kultura je predstavnik kasnog neolitika u
srednjoj Bosni, a prema autorovim spoznajama rasprosti-
rala se na podrucju sliva Bosne — od Sarajeva do Novog
Sehera. Medutim, naselja butmirske kulture u Boccu kod
Banje Luke i Durutovcima kod Kotor-Varosi svjedoce da se
ona na zapadu prostirala i na podrucju uz srednji tok rijeke

even though he noticed that it appears only at the beginning of that
phase, which continues from the previous one with the cannelured
pottery (Marijanovi¢ 1980-81, 37). In the layer of the Advanced
Eneolithic in Hateljska Pecina, rich in ceramic finds, this pottery
was not found at all, but there is likewise no trace of the layer with
cannelured ceramics. In contrast to this, in the single-layer low-
land Eneolithic settlement of Lastvine in Bukovi¢ near Benkovac,
the Vlaska Pe¢ cave near Senj and Markova Spilja on the island
of Hvar, cannelured ware is present, but also vessels with ver-
tical plastic ribs and short incisions, whereas ceramics marking
the Advanced Eneolithic is entirely missing (Dimitrijevi¢ 1970;
Forenbaher 1987, 89-90; Batovi¢ 1989, 11-14). The situation is
even more clear in Vela Spila above Vela Luka on the island of
Korcula, where above the layer with cannelured ware, and below
the layer with grooved ware and ware decorated in the Ljubljana
style, a prominent and rich layer with vessels with vertical plastic
ribs and short incisions was discovered (éeéuk, Radié 2005, 223-
244). All this makes it quite clear that there is a horizon character-
ised by decoration with a series of vertical incisions and vertical
plastic ribs. The distinction of this horizon does not mean that
one should, at any cost, distinguish a separate phase and change
the author’s periodization into the Early and Advanced Eneolithic,
but it does allow us to divide one of the two phases into two parts.
But which one? The appearance of such decoration in settlements
where life did not continue into the Advanced Eneolithic and the
impression that the sequences of vertical incisions only imitate
cannelures, show that this horizon should be viewed as the final
Hvar-Lisici¢i Culture. On the other hand, the origin of vertical
plastic ribs need not necessarily be sought outside the area of
the eastern Adriatic coast and its hinterland, at least not in the
Baden Culture. The author had already earlier drawn attention to
the fact that identical vessels with vertical plastic ribs were found
at Gradina in AlihodZe near Travnik, where their affiliation with
the Baden Culture, in his opinion, should not come into doubt.
He even stressed that vessels of that type from Ravlia Pecina
and AlihodZe show perfect accordance in both the typological and
technological sense (Marijanovi¢ 1980-81, 50). In the book we
have before us the author believes, when it comes to those vessels,
that it is not possible to conceive of any "Nakovana" (i.e. Adriatic)
influence. Given that he believes that the Baden Culture in Bosnia,
and thus also in AlihodZe, was one of the sources of cannelured
decoration in Herzegovina, that is on the eastern Adriatic coast,
it is clear that he also sees in that culture the origin of decoration
with vertical plastic ribs. Such a conclusion is called in question
by the fact that AlihodZe are the only Baden Culture settlement in
which vessels decorated in this manner were found. This makes it
far more probable that the vessels decorated with vertical plastic
ribs and a sequence of short incisions arrived in AlihodZe from
the immediate hinterland of the eastern Adriatic coast, instead of
the other way round. It is not probable that during the Eneolithic
the cultural currents led only from the interior towards the eastern
Adriatic coast, and that nothing led in the opposite direction. This
is all the more so if one takes into account the direct spread of the
Neolithic Adriatic cultures into central Bosnia. This conclusion,
after all, is corroborated by the short-lived Eneolithic settlement
at Pod near Bugojno, which can culturally be linked only with the
eastern Adriatic coast (Covi¢ 1991, 11-12), which was neglected
by the author.

The fifth chapter or the second large thematic unit is dedi-
cated to Bosnia. The author again begins with a presentation of
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Vrbasa i uz rijeku Vrbanju (Jamakovi¢ 1986a; Jamakovié
1991). Kasna butmirska kultura, osim opée degeneracije,
pokazuje razli¢itu sliku na razliitim dijelovima svojeg
podrucja. Brojnost keramike hvarsko-lisi¢i¢ke kulture u na-
seljima u Obrama II. kod Kaknja i Butmiru kod Sarajeva to-
liko je velika da njihovu pojavu nije moguce objasniti samo
jednostavnim kulturnim utjecajima, nego se mora racunati
1 sa znacajnijim populacijskim prodorom. Autor konstatira
sljedece: "Medutim, s iznimkom Obra II i Butmira, ni na
Jjednomu drugom nalazistu, bilo klasicne bilo kasne faze
butmirske kulture, nisu zabiljeZeni hvarsko-lisicicki nalazi,
Sto jasno upucuje da se hvarsko-lisicicki prodor zaustavio
na juznomu dijelu butmirskog podrucja. Na taj se nacin,
zavrsna faza butmirske kulture na jednomu dijelu svoga
podrucja iskazuje kao kulturna i populacijska mjesavina
degenerirane butmirske i znatno Zivotnije hvarsko-lisicicke
kulture, dok na drugomu dijelu svoga teritorija do kraja
ostaje cista" (str. 162). Dakle, njemu je kasna isto §to i
zavr$na butmirska kultura, ali to ne moZe biti isto upravo
zato Sto on izdvaja joS jednu fazu mladu od zavrSetka III.
faze neolitickog naselja u Obrama II. On i tu ranoeneoliticku
fazu naziva kasnom butmirskom kulturom, iako se upravo s
njom zavrSava ta kultura.

Sopotska kultura (koju autor naziva i sopotsko-
lendelskom, iako je davno dokazano da sopotska kultura ne
pripada lendelskom kulturnom krugu) u Bosni je zahvacala
samo uski pojas uz rijeku Savu.

Za vincansku kulturu, koja je zahvacala sjeveroisto¢nu
Bosnu, autor istice sljedece: "Napokon, ovdje treba podsjeti-
ti i na sasvim odredena dostignuca u preradi bakra po cemu
se vincanska kultura znatno izdvaja od ostalih neolitickih
kultura u Bosni i Hercegovini" (str. 163). Ako se vincanska
kultura zbog toga znatno izdvaja od ostalih neolitickih kul-
tura, zasSto onda autor nju ne gleda kao eneoliticku pojavu?
Njegov pristup je projekcija danas sve rjede zastupljenog
konzervativnog miSljenja da je vin¢anska kultura iskljucivo
neoliticka pojava. U arheologiji su tijekom 20. st. paralelno
postojala dva miSljenja: prvo, dugo dominantno, po kojem
je vincanska kultura u cjelini neoliti¢ka i drugo, po kojem
je ona, ako ne od pocetka, onda barem u svojim mladim fa-
zama, eneoliticka pojava. Ve¢ je dosta dugo jasno da mlada
vin€anska kultura nije imala samo "odredena dostignucéa",
vec vrlo razvijeno rudarstvo i metalurgiju bakra, ¢ak neuspo-
redivo razvijenije i intenzivnije od ve¢ine mladih kultura na
istom podrucju, koje se smatraju neosporno eneolitickima.
O tome nam svjedoce rudnici bakra s rudarskim alatom
i posudem vinCanske kulture u njima, metalurSke peci
i metalurski pribor te bakrena ruda i troska u naseljima i
danas ve¢ mnogobrojni primjerci bakrenog oruda, oruzja i
nakita u naseljima i jednom groblju. Postoje indicije da su
nositelji vincanske kulture bili toliko spretni metalurzi da
su ¢ak proizvodili Zivu, a i olovo im je bilo poznato. Ve¢ je
u vrijeme kada je autor obranio svoju disertaciju, Milutin
GaraSanin, glavni zastupnik teorije da je vinCanska kultura
neoliti¢ka pojava, ispravio svoje miSljenje i prihvatio da je
ona eneoliticka pojava u svojim mladim fazama (Garasanin
1991, 11-15). Naravno, to ne znaci da je svako naselje ima-
lo razvijenu metalurgiju i da kameno orude i oruZje i dalje
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the Neolithic substrate. Three cultures that the author considers
as belonging to the Late Neolithic were distributed there: the
Butmir, Vinc¢a and Sopot cultures.

The Butmir Culture is a representative of the Late Neolithic in
central Bosnia, and according to the author’s understanding, it cov-
ered the basin of the Bosna River — from Sarajevo to Novi Seher.
However, the settlements of the Butmir Culture in Bocac near
Banja Luka and Durutovci near Kotor-Varos testify that in the west
it also spread along the middle course of the Vrbas River and along
the Vrbanja River (Jamakovi¢ 1986a; Jamakovi¢ 1991). The late
Butmir Culture, in addition to the general degeneration, presents
a different picture in different parts of its territory. The quantity
of the ceramics of the Hvar-Lisic¢i¢i Culture in the settlements of
Obre II near Kakanj and Butmir near Sarajevo is so great that its
appearance cannot be explained by simple cultural influences, but
one must reckon with a considerable movement of population. The
author states the following: "However, with the exception of Obre
11 and Butmir, the finds of the Hvar-Lisi¢ici Culture have not been
documented on any other site of either the classical or the late
phase of the Butmir Culture, which clearly demonstrates that the
Hvar-Lisi¢ici intrusion stopped in the southern part of the Butmir
territory. In this way, the final phase of the Butmir Culture in one
part of its territory displays a cultural and population mixture
of the degenerated Butmir Culture and the far more lively Hvar-
Lisicici Culture, while in the other part of its territory it remains
pure until the end" (p. 162). For him, therefore, the late Butmir
Culture equals the final Butmir Culture, but this cannot be so pre-
cisely because he distinguishes another phase, later than the end
of the phase III of the Neolithic settlement in Obre II. This Early
Eneolithic phase he also calls the late Butmir Culture, even though
it is precisely with this phase that this culture ends.

The Sopot Culture (which the author also calls the Sopot-
Lengyel Culture, even though it was demonstrated long ago that
the Sopot Culture does not form part of the Lengyel cultural cir-
cle) in Bosnia covered only a narrow belt along the Sava River.

Of the Vinca Culture, which occupied northwestern Bosnia,
the author states the following: "Finally, one should be reminded
here of the quite specific achievements in the processing of cop-
per, which considerably distinguishes the Vinca Culture from
the remaining Neolithic cultures in Bosnia and Herzegovina"
(p. 163). If this is the reason for a significant distinction of the
Vinca Culture from the remaining Neolithic cultures, then why
doesn’t the author view this culture as an Eneolithic phenom-
enon? His approach is a reflection of the nowadays increasingly
abandoned conservative opinion that the Vinc¢a Culture is exclu-
sively Neolithic phenomenon. In the course of the 20th century
two parallel opinions existed in archaeology: the first, dominant
for a long time, which viewed the younger Vinc¢a Culture as an
entirely Neolithic phenomenon, and the second, which consid-
ered it an Eneolithic phenomenon, at least in its later phases if not
from the beginning. It has been clear for quite some time that the
Vinc¢a Culture did not have only "specific achievements", but also
highly developed mining and metallurgy of copper, in fact much
more developed and intensive than that of most later cultures in
the same territory, which are considered indisputably Eneolithic.
Testimony to that are the copper mines with mining tools and ves-
sels of the Vin¢a Culture found in those, metallurgical kilns and
metallurgical equipment, copper ore and slag in the settlements,
and the already quite numerous specimens of copper tools, weap-
ons and jewellery found in the settlements and on one cemetery.
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nije bilo u masovnoj upotrebi, ali mladu vinc¢ansku kulturu u
sustini treba promatrati kao eneoliticku pojavu.

Tako je u Bosni do sada poznato vise od 30 eneolitickih
nalaziSta, autor svoja razmatranja i zaklju¢ke zasniva na
svega 9, koja mu se Cine klju¢na za rjeSavanje pocetka,
razvoja i trajanja eneolitika na tom podruc¢ju. Medutim, pri
rekonstrukciji opéih razvojnih procesa i rasprostranjeno-
sti pojedinih kultura na tom podrucju, on ukljucuje i osta-
la njemu poznata nalaziSta. Pa i od izdvojenih 9 nalaziSta
najvise je prostora posvetio Biogradu u Pruscu kod Gornjeg
Vakufa, Gradini u AlihodZama i Crkvini u Turbetu, oboje
kod Travnika. Od ta tri nalazis$ta najvecu je pozornost i po-
vjerenje dao rezultatima svojeg arheoloSkog iskopavanja
na Biogradu. Na jednom myjestu pise da je iskopavanje Z.
Zeravice na tom nalazi$tu bilo prvenstveno usmjereno na
srednjovjekovne slojeve i da rezultati nisu objavljeni, dok
je njegovo iskopavanje bilo usmjereno na prethistorijske
slojeve. Rezultati iskopavanja Z. Zeravice ipak su obja-
vljeni u obliku kratkog izvjestaja i to s planom nalaziSta s
ucrtanim sondama (Odavi¢ 1986, 77, T. XXXV,1), dok za
Marijanoviéevu sondu, ¢iji profil on objavljuje, to nedostaje,
ve¢ samo iz opisa u jednom njegovom radu doznajemo gdje
je otprilike bila otvorena (Marijanovi¢ 2001, 91).

Autor je na osnovi analize sadrZaja kulturnih slojeva u
Biogradu, AlihodZama i Crkvinama uvjerljivo dokazao da
istodobno s badenskom i lasinjskom kulturom, koje su u
Bosnu dospjele migracijama, joS uvijek Zivi starosjedilacka
butmirska kultura. Njegova izlaganja o toj temi uglavnom
su uskladena s jednim njegovim ranije objavljenim radom
(Marijanovi¢ 1989). Butmirska kultura na sva tri naselja
prepoznatljiva je isklju¢ivo po tehnoloskim i smanjenim
tipoloskim obiljeZjima, dok potpuno nedostaju njezini pre-
poznatljivi ukrasi. Promjene su vidljive i u tipu naselja,
jer sva tri naselja imaju gradinski poloZaj, za razliku od
neolitickih koja su smjeStena u nizini. Takoder je na sva tri
naselja potvrdena istodobnost butmirske i badenske kultu-
re. Butmirska kultura u Biogradu i na Crkvinama odreduje
karakter naselja u cjelini, dok su elementi badenske kulture
zastupljeni u obliku koji iskljucuje prisutnost njezinih no-
sitelja. To isto vrijedi za skromne elemente lasinjske kultu-
re i one koje je autor odredio kao tisapolgarske, iako je iz
kronoloskih razloga vjerojatnije da je rije¢ o elementima bo-
drogkeresturske kulture. U AlihodZama je taj odnos obrnut i
tu se elementi butmirske kulture pojavljuju u skromnom op-
segu u okviru naselja badenske kulture te se moZe racunati
na odredeni oblik suZivota izmedu dvije razlicite populacije,
odnosno na asimilaciju nositelja butmirske kulture. Tu je
fazu butmirske kulture autor datirao u rani eneolitik, s ¢im
se moramo sloZiti. Jedino nije prihvatljivo nazivati tu fazu
kasnom butmirskom kulturom, budu¢i da je tako ve¢ defini-
ran horizont te kulture koji odgovara III. fazi u neolitickom
naselju u Obrama II. Zbog toga je jedini prikladan naziv
zavr$na butmirska kultura. U suprotnom moZe lako do¢i do
nejasnoca ili nesporazuma.

Autor isti¢e da su, osim nekih radova A. Benca, odsutne
rasprave koje se odnose na neposredni prijelaz iz neolitika
u eneolitik ili rasprave o odnosu starosjedilackog supstrata
i prvih "pouzdano" eneolitic¢kih kultura koje u Bosnu prodi-

There are indications hat the bearers of the Vin¢a Culture were
so skilled in metallurgy that they even produced mercury, and
they were also familiar with lead. Already at the time when the
author defended his dissertation, Milutin Garasanin, the major
proponent of the theory that the Vinca Culture was a Neolithic
phenomenon, corrected his opinion and accepted that it was an
Eneolithic phenomenon in its later phases (GaraSanin 1991, 11-
15). Of course, this does not mean that every settlement had a
developed metallurgy and that stone tools and weapons were not
in massive use, basicaly the younger Vin¢a Culture should be
viewed as an Eneolithic phenomenon.

Although there are currently more than 30 known Eneolithic
sites in Bosnia, the author bases his observations and conclusions
on only 9 that he considers of key importance for solving the
beginning, development and duration of the Eneolithic in that
area. However, in his reconstruction of the general developmen-
tal processes and distribution of individual cultures in the area, he
also includes other sites known to him. Of the 9 chosen sites he
has given the most space to Biograd in Prusac near Gornji Vakuf,
Gradina in AlihodZe and Crkvina in Turbe, both near Travnik. Of
those three sites, most of his attention and confidence is reserved
for the results of his archaeological excavations in Biograd. In
one place he writes that Z. Zeravica’s excavation at that site was
primarily directed at the medieval layers and that the results were
not published, whereas his excavation was directed at the prehis-
toric layers. The results of Z. Zeravica’s excavation are neverthe-
less published in the form of a short report, including a site plan
with drawn-in trenches (Odavié¢ 1986, 77, Pl. XXXV,1), whereas
in the case of Marijanovi¢’s trench, whose section he publishes,
this is lacking, and it is only from a description in one of his pa-
pers that we can learn the approximate position where the trench
was opened (Marijanovic¢ 2001, 91).

Based on the analysis of the contents of the cultural layers in
Biograd, AlihodZe and Crkvine, the author convincingly proves
that the indigenous Butmir Culture continues to exist alongside
the Baden and the Lasinja cultures, which arrived in Bosnia
through migrations. His presentations on that topic are mostly in
accord with one of his previously published papers (Marijanovié
1989). The Butmir Culture at all three settlements is recognizable
exclusively by the technological and diminished typological fea-
tures, whereas its recognizable decorations are entirely missing.
Changes are visible also in the type of settlement, as all three set-
tlements have a hillfort position, in contrast to the Neolithic ones,
which are positioned in the lowland. Also, the contemporaneity
of the Butmir and the Baden Culture is confirmed on all three
sites. The Butmir Culture in Biograd and at Crkvine defines the
entire character of the settlement, while elements of the Baden
Culture are present in the form that excludes the presence of its
bearers. The same applies to the modest elements of the Lasinja
Culture and those attributed by the author to the Tiszapolgdr
Culture, even though chronological reasons make it more prob-
able that these elements in fact belong to the Bodrogkeresztir
Culture. In AlihodZe the relation is reversed and elements of the
Butmir Culture appear in modest scope within the frame of the
Baden Culture settlement, so that here we may reckon with a cer-
tain type of coexistence of two different populations or the as-
similation of the bearers of the Butmir Culture. The author dated
this phase of the Butmir Culture in the Early Eneolithic, which
we must accept. The only unacceptable thing is to call that phase
the late Butmir Culture, because this term was already used to de-
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ru iz drugih podrucja. U eneolitickom horizontu, koji autor
izdvaja kao stariji, u odredenoj su mjeri prisutne samo dvije
izrazito eneoliticke kulture: lasinjska i badenska. On smatra
kako je prisutnost tih kultura kao samostalnih pojava u Bosni
vrlo ograni¢ena. Autor poznaje tri naselja lasinjske kulture:
Zemunicu u Radosavskoj, Visoko brdo u Lupljanici i Vis u
Modranu, oboje kod Dervente. Mogao bi joj pripadati jedan
horizont u Gornjem Klakaru, ali to nije sasvim pouzdano.
Ipak, broj naselja lasinjske kulture u Bosni je veci. Popisu
mozemo dodati Bijeli¢a glavicu u Drugovi¢ima i Cazin
(Jamakovi¢ 1986; Raunig 2001, 122-127). Od naselja ba-
denske kulture poznaje Cetiri: Gradinu u AlihodZama, Kastel
u Banjoj Luci, Vinogradine u Sevarlijama kod Doboja
i Dvorove kod Bijeljine. Broj naselja badenske kulture
takoder je veci: Njive u Golom brdu i Veliki gradac u oko-
lici Ostojiceva, oboje kod Bijeljine (Kosori¢ 1978; Kosorié
1982, 126-127). Takoder, u svojim je razmatranjima previ-
dio rezultate iskopavanja na Brdu u Dvorovima (Kosorié
1965).

Autor zakljuCuje sljedece: "Ostaje na kraju jos samo pi-
tanje teritorijalnog odnosa dviju starijih eneolitskih kultura
koje su prodrle u junu Bosnu. A. Benac je, na temelju kar-
tiranja njihovih nalazista, zakljucio da su one u osnovnim
linijama zauzele usporedne prostore u sjevernoj Bosni: la-
sinjska zapadni a badenska istocni dio. Tomu se zakljucku
nema Sto prigovoriti. Cak ni otkrice badenskoga naselja u
Kastelu ga ne osporava. Jedino bi se, moZda, mogla ostaviti
mogucnost da u granicnom pojasu, koji ¢ini rijeka Bosna,
postoji stanovito odstupanje od tako idealno zamisljene gra-
nice. No, ta mogucnost i nema neku posebnu vaznost" (str.
204). Naprotiv, naselje badenske kulture na Kastelu i te kako
ima posebnu vaZnost jer se nalazi na rijeci Vrbasu, a to je
vrlo daleko na zapadu da bi bilo samo odstupanje od pretpo-
stavljene granice koju bi Cinila rijeka Bosna. Danas, poslije
otkric¢a velikog metalurskog centra badenske kulture u Donjoj
Vrbi kod Slavonskog Broda (uz ve¢ poznato u obliZnjoj
Gornjoj Bebrini), nema vise sumnje da je ta kultura imala
vrlo razvijenu metalurgiju bakra, pa samim time nije prihv-
atljiv autorov zakljucak da je vucedolska kultura pokretac
i nositelj metalurgije bakra u Bosni, preciznije na podrucju
juZzno od rijeke Save (str. 234). Nedavno je Aleksandar
Durman iscrpno obradio metalurgiju badenske kulture s po-
sebnim osvrtom na Donju Vrbu i Gornju Bebrinu. Njegovo
kartiranje nalaziSta badenske kulture u Slavoniji i Srijemu
pokazalo je da su ona smjeStena uz trasu starog puta koji
spaja Vukovar sa Slavonskim Brodom, i da su preko rijeke
Save nositelji te kulture odlazili u Bosnu u potrazi za rud-
nim leZistima (Durman 2000, 99-100). Steta je samo to Sto
je A. Durman previdio naselje badenske kulture na Kastelu,
iako je objavljeno u arheoloskoj literaturi (Zeravica 1983).
Osim geografskog poloZaja Kastela, njegovoj postavci idu
u prilog i nalazi iz sloja badenske kulture koji, nazalost, jo§
nisu objavljeni. To su jedna keramicka posuda za topljenje
bakrene rude (¢ak s tragovima troske u unutrasnjosti) i jedan
keramicki kalup za izlijevanje plosnatih pravokutnih sjekira,
kakvi su nadeni u Donjoj Vrbi. Sva nalazista badenske kul-
ture u Bosni smjeStena su uz rijeCne komunikacije koje iz
Posavine vode u unutra$njost zapadnog Balkana do bogatih
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fine a horizon of that culture corresponding to the phase III in the
Neolithic settlement in Obre II. Therefore, the only appropriate
term is the final Butmir Culture. Anything else may easily lead to
vagueness or misunderstandings.

The author writes that, with the exception of certain papers by A.
Benac, there are no discussions relating to the immediate transition
from the Neolithic to the Eneolithic or discussions on the indigenous
substrate and the first "definitely" Eneolithic cultures that penetrate
into Bosnia from other areas. In the Eneolithic horizon, which the
author distinguishes as the older one, only two explicitely Eneolithic
cultures are present to a certain degree: the Lasinja and the Baden
Culture. He believes that the presence of those cultures as independ-
ent phenomena in Bosnia is very limited. The author is familiar with
three settlements of the Lasinja Culture: Zemunica in Radosavska,
Visoko Brdo in Lupljanica and Vis in Modran, both near Derventa.
One horizon in Gornji Klakar might also belong to this culture, but
this is not entirely certain. Nevertheless, the number of settlements
of the Lasinja Culture in Bosnia is bigger. We can expand the list
with Bijeli¢a Glavica in Drugovi¢i and Cazin (Jamakovi¢ 1986;
Raunig 2001, 122-127). The author is familiar with four settlements
of the Baden Culture: Gradina in AlihodZe, Kastel in Banja Luka,
Vinogradine in Sevarlije near Doboj and Dvorovi near Bijeljina.
The number of the Baden Culture settlements is also bigger: Njive
in Golo Brdo and Veliki Gradac in the vicinity of Ostoji¢evo, both
near Bijeljina (Kosori¢ 1978; Kosori¢ 1982, 126-127). Also, in his
considerations he overlooked the results of the excavation at Brdo
in Dvorovi (Kosori¢ 1965).

The author concludes the following: "And finally, we are left
with the question of the territorial relation of two earlier Eneolithic
cultures that penetrated into southern Bosnia. A. Benac concluded,
based on the mapping of their sites, that they basically occupied
parallel territories in northern Bosnia: the Lasinja Culture took
the western and the Baden Culture the eastern part. There are no
objections to this conclusion. It is not called into question even
by the discovery of the Baden settlement in Kastel. Perhaps one
should only leave a possibility that in the border belt, formed by
the Bosna River, there is a certain aberration of such an ideally
conceived border. However, this possibility is not so very impor-
tant" (p. 204). On the contrary, the settlement of the Baden Culture
at Kastel is indeed particularly important because it is located on
the Vrbas River, which is too far in the west to represent a mere
aberration from the presumed border formed by the Bosna River.
Nowadays, after the discovery of a large metallurgical centre of
the Baden Culture in Donja Vrba near Slavonski Brod (in addition
to the previously known one in the nearby Gornja Bebrina), there
is no more doubt that this culture had a highly developed metal-
lurgy of copper, which therefore means that we cannot accept the
author’s conclusion that the Vucedol Culture was the originator
and agent of copper metallurgy in Bosnia, or more precisely in the
territory south of the Sava River (p. 234). Aleksandar Durman has
recently analyzed in detail the metallurgy of the Baden Culture
with particular emphasis on Donja Vrba and Gornja Bebrina. His
mapping of the Baden Culture sites in Slavonia and Srijem showed
that these are positioned along the direction of the old route con-
necting Vukovar with Slavonski Brod, and that the bearers of that
Culture went to Bosnia across the Sava River in search of ore
sources (Durman 2000, 99-100). It is a pity only that A. Durman
overlooked the Baden Culture settlement at Kastel, although it was
published in the archaeological literature (Zeravica 1983). In ad-
dition to the geographic position of Kastel, his hypothesis is also
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leZiSta bakra i arsena (koji su nositelji badenske kulture do-
davali kao primjesu bakru, poboljSavajuci time kvalitetu izli-
venih predmeta). Tako su Kastel i novootkriveno nalaziste u
Aginom Selu smjeSteni na Vrbasu, Vinogradine na Bosni, a
Dvorovi, Golo Brdo i Ostoji¢evo uz donji tok Drine. AlihodZe
su smjeStene na rijeci Biloj (pritoka Bosne) koja je s rijekom
Vrbanjom (pritoka Vrbasa) vazna komunikacija §to povezuje
rijeke Vrbas i Bosnu. Dakle, nositelji badenske kulture nisu
podijelili s nositeljima lasinjske podrucje juzno od Save, veé
su se naselili uz glavne rijeCne komunikacije prema rudnim
leZiStima. Na taj su nacin nositelji badenske i lasinjske kultu-
re mogli Zivjeti jedni pored drugih na istom podrucju.

Mladi relativnokronoloski odsjek eneolitika u Bosni
definiraju, prema autorovom misljenju, kostolacka i
vucedolska kultura koje su nositelji cjelokupnog razvoja
na tom podruc¢ju. Autor naglaSava da je uloga kostolacke
kulture razmjerno ograni¢enog opsega, jer je i njezina ra-
sprostranjenost u Bosni dosta ogranic¢ena. Svoja razmatranja
o karakteru i ulozi kostolacke kulture autor saZeto iznosi u
sljede¢im recenicama:

"Ovdje je zanimljiv jos podatak da kostolacka naselja u
Bosni pripadaju onoj skupini njezinih nalazista na kojima
se ona ocituje u svomu cistomu obliku, Sto je posluZilo kao
argument u pretpostavci da se i proces njezina nastajanja
veZe upravo za ta nalazista rasprostranjena u slavonsko-
srijemskom podrucju i podrucjima juzno od Save. Prema toj
pretpostavci proizlazilo bi da i bosanski lokaliteti, Pivnica
prije svega, pripadaju primarnim sredistima njezina na-
stajanja. Treba, medutim, odmah reci da se kostolacka kul-
tura i na Pivnici, a i ostalim ovdje navedenim nalazistima,
ocituje u svomu vec¢ definiranu obliku koji ne ostavlja
mogucnost uocavanja bilo kakve postupnosti u razvoju.
Osim toga, treba imati na umu i injenicu da se badenska
kultura, koja se uzima kao odlucujuci cimbenik u tvorbi
kostolacke kulture, na bosanskom prostoru ne ocituje u op-
segu koji bi pruao osnovu za ovakvo promatranje. Takvo
misljenje je u literaturi vec iznijeto.

Kostolacka je kultura, kako je vec prethodno istaknuto,
ogranicena na veoma mali broj nalazista, medu kojima se
samo dva - Pivnica i Vis-Modran - ocituju kao prava na-
selja s ociglednim trajnim karakterom. U Donjoj Mahali je
to samo mogucnost, a na ostalim lokalitetima to su samo
slabiji tragovi. Zanimljivo je ovdje naglasiti da su upravo
ta tri naselja locirana na krajnjoj sjevernoj periferiji bosan-
skoga podrucja, sto dopusta konstataciju da su i nositelji
kostolacke kulture prakticki samo presli preko rijeke Save
ne upustajuci se u bilo kakvo ozbiljnije Sirenje u sredisnje
i juzne dijelove Bosne. Prisutnost kostolackoga materija-
la na pojedinim mjestima oko gornjega toka rijeke Bosne
ne protuslovi ovoj konstataciji, jer i njihov opseg, karak-
ter, a i uloga u ukupnosti razvoja toga dijela Bosne nema
dalekoseznijeg znacenja" (str. 205).

Ti zakljucci uglavnom nisu prihvatljivi zbog dva razlo-
ga: Prvo, novija proucavanja kostolacke kulture pokazala su
da ona nije nastala u jugoistoénom panonskom podrucju i
da badenska kultura nije imala odlucujuéu ulogu u njezi-
nom nastanku, ve¢ da je nastala na srednjem Balkanu, na
supstratu Cernavoda III. kulture uz elemente starijih kultu-

corroborated by the finds from the Baden Culture layer, which,
unfortunately, have not been published yet. These consist in a ce-
ramic vessel for melting copper ore (even containing traces of slag
in the interior) and a ceramic mould for casting flat rectangular
axes, such as were found in Donja Vrba. All the Baden Culture
sites in Bosnia are positioned along river communications that lead
from the Sava basin to the interior of the western Balkans to rich
sources of copper and arsenic (added by the bearers of the Baden
Culture to copper in order to enhance the quality of cast artefacts).
Kastel and the newly discovered site in Agino Selo lie on the Vrbas
River, Vinogradine on the Bosna, while Dvorovi, Golo Brdo and
Ostojicevo lie along the lower course of the Drina. AlihodZe lies
on the Bila River (a tributary of the Bosna), an important com-
munication that together with the Vrbanja River (a tributary of the
Vrbas) connects the Vrbas and the Bosna Rivers. Therefore, the
bearers of the Baden Culture did not share with the bearers of the
Lasinja Culture the territory south of the Sava, but settled along
the main River communications towards the sources of ore. This is
how the bearers of the Baden and the Lasinja cultures were able to
live alongside each other in the same area.

In terms of relative chronology, the later part of the Eneolithic
in Bosnia is defined, in the author’s opinion, by the Kostolac and
Vucedol cultures, bearers of the overall development in that area.
The author emphasizes that the role of the Kostolac Culture is
of a relatively limited scope, because its distribution in Bosnia
is likewise rather limited. The author’s considerations about the
character and role of the Kostolac Culture are summarized in the
following sentences:

"Another interesting detail here is that the Kostolac settle-
ments in Bosnia belong to that group of its settlements where it
appears in its pure form, which served as an argument in the as-
sumption that the process of its emergence is likewise connected
precisely with those sites distributed in Slavonia and Srijem and
the territory south of the Sava. According to that assumption it
would follow that the Bosnian sites, above all Pivnica, also be-
long to the primary centres of its emergence. However, we must
say immediately that the Kostolac Culture at Pivnica as well as
at the other sites mentioned here appears in its already defined
form, which leaves no possibility to observe any gradation in its
development. Besides, it should be kept in mind that the Baden
Culture, considered a key factor in the creation of the Kostolac
Culture, does not appear in the Bosnian territory in a scope that
would create grounds for such consideration. This opinion has
already been put forward in the literature.

The Kostolac Culture, as previously pointed out, is limited
to a very small number of sites, only two of which — Pivnica and
Vis-Modran — have the form of real settlements with an obviously
permanent character. In Donja Mahala this was only a possibil-
ity, and at other sites there are only faint traces. It is interesting
to mention here that precisely those three sites are located at the
extreme north periphery of the Bosnian territory, which allows us
to state that the bearers of the Kostolac Culture effectively just
crossed the Sava River, without spreading seriously into the cen-
tral and southern parts of Bosnia. The presence of the Kostolac
material in certain places around the upper course of the Bosna
River does not speak against this statement, because their scope,
character and role in the overall development of that part of
Bosnia has no far-reaching significance" (p. 205).

These conclusions are mostly not acceptable for two reasons:
First, recent research on the Kostolac Culture showed that it was not
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ra — vincanske i Bubanj-Salcuta (Nikoli¢ 2000, 60-63, 80-
81). Drugo, autor je previdio gradinu Klisuru u Kadiéa brdu
na kojoj se iznad sloja Cernavoda III. kulture nalazi debeli
sloj kostolacke kulture (Govedarica 1985, 21). To nalaziSte
svjedo¢i da se kostolacka kultura u Bosni prostirala na
mnogo veéem podrucju od onog §to ga autor definira. To
nalaziSte nas takoder upucuje da je jugoisto¢na Bosna mogla
ulaziti u mati¢no podrucje te kulture. Isto tako, to nalaziSte,
kao i nalaziSta sa slicnom stratigrafijom u Srbiji, upuéuju
nas da se ta kultura u sjevernu Bosnu nije proSirila preko
rijeke Save, ve¢ preko rijeke Drine i rijekom Bosnom od
gornjeg toka nizvodno.

NajvaZzniju ulogu u eneolitiku Bosne imala je vucedolska
kultura, o ¢emu nam svjedoci velik broj njezinih nalazista.
Ona je ujedno i najbolje istraZzena i definirana eneoliticka
kultura u Bosni. Autor upozorava na odredene razlike koje
on uocava kod nekih nalazista te kulture, a koja se mogu
svrstati u dvije skupine. Prva skupina nalaziSta vezana je za
srednju Bosnu i njoj pripadaju AlihodZe, Biograd i Crkvine,
dok je druga skupina vezana za zapadnu i juznu Bosnu i
njoj pripadaju sva ostala nalazista. Razlike izmedu te dvije
skupine nalaziSta odredene su stratigrafskim poloZajem te
kulture. U prvoj skupini vuc¢edolskoj kulturi pripadaju mladi
eneoliticki slojevi i ona tu dolazi u kontekstu koji upucuje na
izravne kontakte sa starijim skupinama stanovnistva, dok je
u drugoj skupini ona najranija pojava. Autor ne objasnjava
u koju onda skupinu, prema njegovoj podjeli, spadaju
Kastel i Zemunica koji su smjeSteni u sjeverozapadnoj
Bosni i na kojima vucedolska dolazi poslije badenske, od-
nosno lasinjske kulture. Takoder, njegovom popisu naselja
vucedolske kulture u Bosni moZemo jos dodati Crkvinu
u Podastinju kod Kiseljaka, Cazin, Agino Selo kod Banje
Luke i Pec¢inu pod lipom kod Sokolca (Imamovié 1996, 65-
67; Kujundzié-Vejzagic¢ 2001, 40; Raunig 2001, 127-128).

Vucedolska kultura u pecini Hrustovaci nije najranija
pojava, kako to tvrdi autor. Na povrsini koja je zahvacena
iskopavanjem A. Benca, ispod sloja vucedolske kulture
otkriven je tanki kulturni sloj koji je sadrZzavao samo gareZ
od vatriSta i Zivotinjske kosti kao ostatke prehrane ljudi
(Benac 1948, 8-9). Medutim, na povrsini koja je zahvacena
ranijim iskopavanjem, ali na kojoj su slojevi bili poremeceni
ili stratigrafija nije bila pouzdana, nadeno je nekoliko posu-
da koje su nesumnjivo starije od vucedolske kulture, a koje
se mogu vezati za stariji sloj (Korosec 1946, T. XV,1,6-9,12-
13). Kulturna pripadnost tih nalaza, odnosno tog sloja nije
sasvim jasna. Posuda na visokoj zvonolikoj Supljoj nozi s
dijametralno postavljenim ovalnim otvorima svojstvena je
sopotskoj kulturi, a i bikoni¢ne posude, kakvih je nadeno
nekoliko, zastupljene su u toj kulturi. S druge strane, ukra-
si svojstveni sopotskoj kulturi potpuno nedostaju, ali su na
jednoj posudi zastupljene kanelure koje moZda upucuju
na utjecaj badenske kulture. Situacija na tom nalazi$tu nas
upucuje na zavrSetak sopotske kulture sli¢an butmirskoj.
Smetnje u rjeSavanju tog problema su nedostatak nalaziSta
sopotske kulture u zapadnoj Bosni i nejasna sudbina njezi-
nih nositelja u razdoblju koje odgovara pojavi lasinjske i
badenske kulture na podrucju koje je pouzdano pripadalo
sopotskoj.
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formed in the southeast Pannonian area and that the Baden Culture
did not play a key role in its emergence, but that it came into being
in the central Balkans, on the substrate of the Cernavoda III Culture
with elements of earlier cultures — the Vinca and the Bubanj-Salcuta
Culture (Nikoli¢ 2000, 60-63, 80-81). Second, the author over-
looked the Klisura hillfort in Kadica Brdo, where above the layer of
the Cernavoda III Culture lies a thick layer of the Kostolac Culture
(Govedarica 1985, 21). This site testifies that the Kostolac Culture
in Bosnia was spread out over a far larger territory than that defined
by the author. This site also indicates to us that southeastern Bosnia
might have been part of the core territory of that culture. In the same
way, this site, like the sites with a similar stratigraphy in Serbia,
leads us to conclude that this culture did not spread into northern
Bosnia across the Sava River, but across the Drina River and down-
stream along the upper course of the Bosna River.

The Vucedol Culture played the most important role in the
Eneolithic of Bosnia, as testified by a large number of its sites. It
is at the same time the most thoroughly researched and defined
Eneolithic culture in Bosnia. The author draws attention to cer-
tain differences that he observed on some of the sites of that cul-
ture, which can be classified into two groups. The first group of
sites is connected with central Bosnia and it comprises AlihodZze,
Biograd and Crkvine, while the second is connected with west-
ern and southern Bosnia, and it comprises all the remaining sites.
The differences between these two groups of sites are determined
by the stratigraphic position of this culture. In the first group, to
the Vucedol Culture belong younger Eneolithic layers and it ap-
pears here in a context which indicates direct contacts with older
groups of inhabitants, whereas in the second group it is the earli-
est phenomenon. The author does not explain to which group, in
his classification, belong Kastel and Zemunica, which are situated
in northwestern Bosnia and at which the Vucedol Culture comes
after the Baden and the Lasinja Culture. Likewise, to his list of
the Vucedol Culture settlements in Bosnia we can add Crkvina
in Podastinje near Kiseljak, Cazin, Agino Selo near Banja Luka
and Pecina Pod Lipom near Sokolac (Imamovi¢ 1996, 65-67;
Kujundzi¢-Vejzagi¢ 2001, 40; Raunig 2001, 127-128).

In the Hrustovaca cave the Vucedol Culture is not the earliest
phenomenon, as the author clames. On the surface covered by A.
Benac’s excavation, beneath the layer of the Vucedol Culture a thin
cultural layer was discovered that contained only charcoal from a
fireplace and animal bones as the remains of human meals (Benac
1948, 8-9). However, on the surface covered by earlier excava-
tion, but on which the layers were disordered or the stratigraphy
was unreliable, several vessels were found that were undeniably
earlier than the Vucedol Culture, and which can be connected with
the earlier layer (Korosec, 1946, P1. XV,1,6-9,12-13). The cultural
attribution of those finds, i.e. of that layer is not entirely clear. A
vessel on a high bell-shaped hollow leg with diametrically posi-
tioned oval openings is characteristic of the Sopot Culture, and
biconical vessels, several of which were found, are present within
that culture. On the other hand, decorations characteristic for the
Sopot Culture are entirely missing, but one vessel contains can-
nelures, which might suggest the influence of the Baden Culture.
The situation on that site indicates that the Sopot Culture ended
in a manner similar to the Butmir Culture. The resolution of this
problem is hindered by the lack of Sopot Culture sites in western
Bosnia and the unclear destiny of their bearers in the period cor-
responding to the appearance of the Lasinja and Baden cultures in
the area that undeniably belonged to the Sopot Culture.
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Autor smatra da je periodizacija eneolitika u Bosni
u nekim segmentima jo§ sloZenija od periodizacije u
Hercegovini, jer je izravno vezana s periodizacijom eneo-
litika u cjelini, buduéi da vecina kulturnoetnickih pojava
koje se pri razmatranju tog pitanja moraju uzeti u obzir, ima
znatno Sire prostorno i kulturnopovijesno znacenje nego u
Hercegovini. On prihvaca i slijedi misljenje A. Benca o po-
sebnostima u razvoju eneolitickih kultura u Bosni — a to
su lasinjska, badenska, kostolacka i vu¢edolska — u odnosu
na sva podrucja njihove rasprostranjenosti. U periodizaciji
eneolitika u Bosni moraju se uvazavati posebnosti lokalnog
znacenja uvjetovane dinamikom S§irenja pojedinih spome-
nutih kultura, opsegom i znacenjem njihove prisutnosti na
tom podrucju, odnosom prema starosjedilackom supstratu,
opcim stanjem tog supstrata u doba obiljeZeno prisutnoscu
prvih, prema autoru izrazito eneolitickih kultura i sl. U
nastavku teksta autor pojasnjava razloge zbog kojih eneo-
litik u Bosni promatra kroz dvije razvojne faze: stariju i
mladu. Svoj pristup zasniva na izravnim i neizravnim po-
datcima dobivenim usporedbom stratigrafije na sljedecim
nalaziStima: Visu, na kojem se iznad sloja lasinjske na-
lazi sloj kostolacke kulture u kojem su nadene i dvije
vucedolske posude; Zemunici, gdje lasinjsku preslojava
vucedolska kultura; Kastelu, gdje vucedolska kultura dolazi
poslije badenske, AlihodZama, gdje se iznad sloja badenske
kulture s elementima butmirske nalazi sloj vucedolske kul-
ture u kojem je naden ulomak posude kostolacke kulture;
Biogradu i Crkvinama, na kojima zavr$nu fazu butmirske
kulture s elementima badenske preslojava vucedolska. Na
temelju tih podataka autor zakljuCuje da su zavr$na but-
mirska te lasinjska i badenska kultura istodobne i starije
od kostolacke i vucedolske kulture, koje su s druge strane
pribliZno istodobne.

Autorov zakljucak da su kostolacka i vucedolska kul-
tura u Bosni istodobne treba uzeti s oprezom i krajnjom
rezervom. Ve¢ Cinjenica da je kostolacka kultura nastala
na supstratu Cernavoda III. kulture i da je njihov odnos
stratigrafski potvrden na gradini Klisuri u Kadiéa brdu,
upucuje nas kako je pojava kostolacke kulture u Bosni sta-
rija od pojave vucedolske, odnosno da je kostolacka jed-
nim dijelom istodobna s badenskom. Djelomi¢na istodob-
nost badenske i kostolacke kulture vec je bila potvrdena na
nekoliko naselja izvan Bosne. Tu je dalje i problem odnosa
vucedolske kulture prema ranobronc¢anodobnim kulturama.
Autor piSe da se datiranje te kulture u rano bron¢ano doba ne
moZe viSe prihvatiti, barem ne onako kako su to predloZili
S. Dimitrijevi¢ i Nikola Tasi¢. Medutim, ocito je pobrkao
osobe, jer to misljenje nije zastupao S. Dimitrijevi¢, vec
su ga, osim N. Tasica, zastupali jo§ Dragoslav Srejovic i
B. Covié. Njih su trojica to miljenje svojedobno zastupa-
li zbog toga Sto ranobroncanodobne kulture na zapadnom
Balkanu i u juZnoj Panoniji tada nisu bile poznate ili defi-
nirane, a trebalo je popuniti kronoloSku prazninu. Cim su
bile otkrivene i definirane ranobronc¢anodobne kulture koje
su smijenile vucedolsku, oni su napustili to misljenje. Rijec¢
je o vinkovackoj kulturi u Slavoniji i kulturama privreme-
no nazvanima po fazama viSelojnih naselja kao Pod A i
Varvara A-2. Njima srodne susjedne kulture na srednjem

The author believes that the periodization of the Eneolithic
in Bosnia is in certain segments even more complex than the pe-
riodization in Herzegovina, because it is directly connected to
the periodization of the Eneolithic as a whole, as most cultural
and ethnic phenomena that have to be taken into consideration
in the analysis of the issue have a considerably wider spatial and
cultural-historical significance than in Herzegovina. He accepts
and follows A. Benac’s opinion regarding the particularities in
the development of the Eneolithic cultures in Bosnia — and these
are: the Lasinja, Baden, Kostolac and Vucedol cultures — in rela-
tion to all the areas of their distribution. The periodization of the
Eneolithic in Bosnia must take into account the idiosyncrasies of
local significance that have been conditioned by the dynamics of
the spreading of certain among the mentioned cultures, the scope
and significance of their presence in the area, the relation to the
indigenous substrate, the general situation of that substrate in the
time marked by the presence of the first, in the author’s opinion
explicitly Eneolithic cultures, and so on. The text goes on to clarify
the reasons why the author views the Eneolithic in Bosnia through
two developmental phases: the older and the younger. He bases
his approach on direct and indirect data obtained by comparing
the stratigraphic situation on the following sites: Vis, where above
the Lasinja Culture layer there is a layer of the Kostolac Culture,
in which two Vucedol vessels were found; Zemunica, where the
Lasinja Culture is overlaid by the Vucedol Culture; Kastel, where
the Vucedol Culture comes after the Baden Culture; AlihodZe,
where above the Baden Culture layer with elements of the Butmir
Culture there is a layer of the Vucedol Culture in which a sherd of
a vessel of the Kostolac Culture was found; Biograd and Crkvine,
where the final phase of the Butmir Culture with elements of the
Baden Culture is overlaid by the Vuéedol Culture. On the basis of
those data the author concludes that the final Butmir Culture and
the Lasinja and Baden cultures are synchronous and older than
the Kostolac and Vudcedol cultures, which, on the other hand, are
approximately synchronous.

The author’s conclusion that the Kostolac and Vucedol cul-
tures in Bosnia are synchronous has to be taken with caution and
extreme reserve. The fact that the Kostolac Culture was formed
on the substrate of the Cernavoda III Culture, and that their re-
lationship was stratigraphically confirmed at the Klisura hillfort
in Kadiéa Brdo, in itself already indicates that the appearance of
the Kostolac Culture in Bosnia occurred older than the Vucedol
Culture, and that the Kostolac Culture is partly synchronous with
the Baden Culture. The partial contemporaneity of the Baden and
the Kostolac Culture has already been confirmed on several sites
outside Bosnia. There is further the problem of the relation of the
Vucedol Culture with the Early Bronze Age cultures. The author
states that the dating of that culture into the Early Bronze Age is
no longer acceptable, at least not in the manner proposed by S.
Dimitrijevi¢ and Nikola Tasi¢. However, he has obviously con-
fused the persons in question, because this opinion was not advo-
cated by S. Dimitrijevi¢ but, along with N. Tasi¢, by Dragoslav
Srejovi¢ and B. Covié. The three of them advocated this opinion
at one time on account of the fact that the Early Bronze Age cul-
tures in the western Balkans and in southern Pannonia were not
known or defined then, and there was a chronological void to be
filled. As soon as the Early Bronze Age cultures, that replaced
the Vucedol Culture, were discovered and defined, they aban-
doned this opinion. These cultures are the Vinkovci Culture in
Slavonia and the cultures temporarily named after the phases of
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Balkanu i na isto¢noj jadranskoj obali i u njezinom zaledu
su sljedece: posuska, Beloti¢ — Bela Crkva, Armenochori
i Bubanj-Hum III. Te kulture pripadaju nositeljima grube
keramike koji krajem 3. tisucljeca prije Krista donose nove
oblike, ukrase i tehnologiju u izradi keramickog posuda,
koji su sasvim drukciji nego u kostolackoj i vucedolskoj
kulturi. Nositelji grube keramike masovno su se doselja-
vali iz donjeg Podunavlja i isto¢nog Balkana prema dru-
gim dijelovima tog poluotoka. Oni nisu unistili zateceno
starosjedilacko stanovnistvo, veé su se pomijesali s njim
i stvorili nove kulturne i etnicke zajednice, nesumnjivo
indoeuropske. Buduéi da su nositelji grube keramike bili
brojnije, vitalnije i organizacijski nadmoc¢no stanovnistvo,
starosjedilacko stanovniStvo imalo je izbor asimilacije ili
povlacenja pred njima. Ti su se procesi poceli odvijati puno
prije zavrsetka vucedolske kulture. Tako u isto¢noj Slavoniji
ve¢ klasi¢nu vucedolsku kulturu smjenjuje vinkovacka
(Dimitrijevi¢ 1982, 15-17). To nesumnjivo govori da je
kasna vucedolska kultura u Bosni bila djelomic¢no isto-
dobna s vinkovackom i njoj srodnim kulturama. Medutim,
je li to bio slucaj i s kostolackom kulturom? Njezin geo-
grafski poloZaj govori nam da se ona nasla na udaru §irenja
nositelja grube keramike prije vucedolske kulture pa je
opravdano ocekivati i njezin raniji nestanak. Barem na
mati¢nom podrucju! Time nije isklju¢ena mogucénost da su
se neke zajednice kostolacke kulture povukle prema zapa-
du i sjeverozapadu i naselile podru¢ja koja im do tada nisu
pripadala. MoZda o tome govore naselja kostolacke kul-
ture u zapadnoj Slavoniji i sjeverozapadnoj Bosni: Slavci
kod Nove Gradiske (Skelac 1997, 223) i Purica brdu u
Masi¢ima kod Bosanske GradiSke (ulomke keramickog
posuda kostolacke kulture nasao sam prilikom obilaska
2005.).

Nedavno je Zorko Markovi¢ analizirao sadrZaj na-
selja kasne vucedolske kulture (faza V.) u Zecovima kod
Prijedora i zakljucio da je ono istodobno s vinkovackom
kulturom i da pripada pocetnoj fazi ranog bronc¢anog doba
(Markovié¢ 2002, 147-151). Medutim, ¢injenica da je kasna
vucedolska kultura djelomi¢no istodobna s vinkovackom
nije dovoljan razlog da ju zbog toga treba datirati u rano
bron¢ano doba. Kasna vucedolska kultura je joS uvijek i
stilski i metalurSki (ljevaonicarski kalupi za odgovarajuce
tipove bakrenih sjekira) eneoliticka pojava (Covié 1976).
To ne znaci da su nositelji vinkovacke ili neke druge njoj
srodne kulture bili oni koji su otkrili ili donijeli metalurgiju
bronce u krajeve koje su naseljavali nositelji vucedolske i
kostolacke kulture. Bez obzira kojeg je porijekla metalurgija
bronce u jugoistocnoj Europi i kako je ona uvedena, nespor-
no je to da je snazni prijelom u kulturnom razvoju izazvan
doseljavanjem nositelja grube keramike bio pocetak novog
— bron¢anog doba.

U zakljucku B. Marijanovié¢ ponovno upozorava kako je
podudarnost periodizacije eneolitika Hercegovine na jednoj
i Bosne na drugoj strani (podjela na rani i razvijeni eneolitik)
samo formalna sli¢nost, a da se stvarni karakter razvojnih
procesa na ta dva podrucja u dobroj mjeri razlikuje. Razvojni
procesi u Hercegovini prvenstveno su obiljeZeni preo-
brazbom starosjedilackog supstrata uz djelovanje vanjskih
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multi-layered settlements such as Pod A and Varvara A-2. Their
neighbouring and related cultures in the central Balkans and on
the eastern Adriatic coast and in its hinterland are as follows: the
Posusje, Beloti¢ — Bela Crkva, Armenochori and Bubanj-Hum IIT
cultures. These cultures belong to the bearers of coarse ceram-
ics that towards the end of the 3rd millennium B.C. bring new
shapes, decorations and technology in the production of ceramic
vessels, completely different from those in the Kostolac and the
Vucedol cultures. The bearers of coarse ceramics massively im-
migrated from the lower Danube basin and the eastern Balkans
towards the other parts of the peninsula. They did not destroy the
indigenous population there, but mixed with it and created new
cultural and ethnic communities, undeniably Indo-European.
Given that the bearers of coarse ceramics were the more numer-
ous, vital and in terms of organization superior population, the
indigenous population was left to choose between assimilation
and withdrawal. These processes started to unfold much earlier
than the end of the Vucedol Culture. Thus in eastern Slavonia
the already classical Vuc¢edol Culture is replaced by the Vinkovci
Culture (Dimitrijevi¢ 1982, 15-17). This undoubtedly tells us that
the late Vucedol Culture in Bosnia was partly synchronous with
the Vinkovci Culture and cultures related to it. However, was this
also the case with the Kostolac Culture? Its geographic position
tells us that it came under the impact of the spread of the bearers
of coarse ceramics earlier than the Vuc¢edol Culture, so we would
have reason to expect its earlier disappearance as well. At least in
its core territory! This does not exclude the possibility that some
communities of the Kostolac Culture withdrew towards the west
and northwest, settling areas that previously had not belonged to
them. Perhaps this is the story told by the Kostolac Culture set-
tlements in western Slavonia and northwestern Bosnia: Slavca
near Nova GradiSka (Skelac 1997, 223) and Puri¢a Brdo in
Masici near Bosanska Gradiska (where I discovered sherds of the
Kostolac Culture pottery in the course of the 2005 survey).

Zorko Markovi¢ recently analyzed the contents of the late
Vucedol Culture settlement (phase V) in Zecovi near Prijedor and
concluded that it was contemporary with the Vinkovci Culture
and that it belongs to the incipient phase of the Early Bronze
Age (Markovi¢ 2000, 147-151). However, the fact that the late
Vucedol Culture is partly synchronous with the Vinkovci Culture
is not reason enough to date in into the Early Bronze Age. The late
Vucedol Culture still remains, both in terms of style and metal-
lurgy (casting moulds for corresponding types of copper axes),
an Eneolithic phenomenon (Covi¢ 1976). This does not mean that
the bearers of the Vinkovci or another culture related to it were
the ones who discovered or brought the metallurgy of bronze into
the lands inhabited by the bearers of the Vucedol and Kostolac
cultures. Irrespective of the origin of the bronze metallurgy in
southeastern Europe and the way it was introduced, the powerful
turning point in cultural development brought about by the arrival
of the bearers of coarse ceramics undeniably marked the begin-
ning of a new period — the Bronze Age.

In his conclusion B. Marijanovi¢ again warns that the con-
cordance in the periodization of the Eneolithic of Herzegovina on
one hand and Bosnia on the other (the division into the Early and
Advanced Eneolithic) is but a formal similarity, and that the real
character of developmental processes in those two regions is dif-
ferent to a large degree. Developmental processes in Herzegovina
are primarily characterized by the transformation of the indig-
enous substrate with the action of external factors, which led to
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¢initelja, Sto je dovelo do sloZene kulturne, a u odredenoj
mjeri i etnic¢ke strukture. Razvojni procesi u Bosni znatno su
manje odredeni starosjedilackim supstratom, a u puno vecoj
mjeri sudjelovanjem vanjskih kulturnih i etnickih pojava.
Takva je periodizacija za sjeveroisto¢nu Bosnu prihvatljiva
samo pod uvjetom da se mlada vinCanska kultura promatra
iskljucivo kao neoliticka pojava. Medutim, o njezinom neo-
spornom eneolitickom karakteru bilo je dovoljno rijeci i u
0Voj recenziji.

Na kraju bih iznio i nekoliko primjedbi na jezi¢nu i
tehnicku kvalitetu knjige. Tekst je lektoriran, odnosno
jezi¢no preraden, po krutoj varijanti hrvatskog pravopisa,
tako da su mnoge recenice izgubile jednostavnost, odnosno
udaljile se od svakodnevnog govornog hrvatskog jezika.
Usto samo lektoriranje ¢esto nije ni bilo dosljedno, ili je
lektor bio povrSan, Sto stvara ruZan osjecaj tijekom citanja.
Tako su ilustracije u novoj Marijanovi¢evoj knjizi ispale
bolje nego u prethodnoj, ni ovaj put to nije bilo na nekoj vi-
sokoj tehnoloskoj ili stru¢noj razini. [lustracije su opet loSije
od izvornika, Sto posebno vrijedi za one izvedene tzv. teh-
nikom zra¢nog kista. Uoci posljednjeg rata dio tih ilustra-
cija savrSeno je reproduciran u jednom njegovom radu, pa
je neshvatljivo da se to u novoj knjizi nije moglo ponoviti.
Primjedbe se mogu staviti i na prijelom teksta, jer su rijeci
u nekim retcima previSe razvucene, a u nekim opet previse
zbijene, Sto opet stvara ruZan osjecaj tijekom Citanja. Barem
poklonicima lijepe knjige.

Prava je Steta Sto Marijanoviceva disertacija nije obja-
vljena neposredno nakon obrane, jer bi imala mnogo vedci
odjek nego danas i bila bi veliki poticaj za daljnje raspra-
ve o eneolitiku. Sada, iako knjiga ima nespornu znanstvenu
vrijednost, ona ukupno gledajudi ipak predstavlja zastarjelo
i u mnogocemu ponovljeno djelo.
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a complex cultural, and to a certain degree, also ethnic structure.
Developmental processes in Bosnia are far less determined by the
indigenous substrate and far more by the action of external cul-
tural and ethnic phenomena. Such a periodization in the case of
northwestern Bosnia is acceptable only under the condition that
the younger Vinca Culture is viewed exclusively as a Neolithic
phenomenon. However, its undeniable Eneolithic character has
been sufficiently discussed in this review as well.

Finally, I would like to comment on the linguistic and techni-
cal quality of the book. The language editing, that is revision, of
the text was done according to a rigid variant of Croatian orthog-
raphy, with the result that many sentences lost their simplicity
and thus became far removed from everyday spoken Croatian. In
addition to this, the editing itself was frequently not consistent,
or the editor was superficial, which creates an unpleasant feel-
ing during reading. Although the illustrations in Marijanovi¢’s
new book came out better than in the previous one, once again
the technological or professional level is by no means high. The
illustrations are once again worse that the original, particularly
those done in the so-called air brush technique. On the eve of the
last war, a part of those illustrations were perfectly reproduced in
one of his papers, so it is quite surprising that this could not have
been done also in the new book. Objections can also be made
also about the layout of the text, because the words in some lines
are excessively extended, whereas in others they are too dense,
which again leaves an unpleasant feeling during reading. At least
to those who appreciate beautiful books.

It is indeed a pity that Marijanovi¢’s dissertation was not pub-
lished immediately following its defence, because it would have
had much greater repercussion than it has today and would have
been a great impetus for further discussions about the Eneolithic.
Today, even though the book has undeniable scientific value, all
things considered it is nevertheless an obsolete and in many ways
repeated work.
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